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F udicial District Court • Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: C -2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
12/22/2009 NCDR SREED New Case Filed - Domestic Relations Scott Wayman 
SREED Filing: B1 - Divorce Paid by: Graham, Suzanna Scott Wayman 
L. (attorney for Reed, Stephanie) Receipt 
number: 0880240 Dated: 12/22/2009 Amount: 
$129.00 (Check) For: Reed, Stephanie (plaintiff) 
SUMI HUFFMAN Summons Issued Scott Wayman 
FLAW HUFFMAN Family Law Information Sheet Scott Wayman 
Document sealed 
JPIN HUFFMAN Joint Preliminary Injunction Scott Wayman 
12/28/2009 AFSV COCHRAN Acceptance Of Service Scott Wayman 
AFSV COCHRAN Acceptance Of Service Scott Wayman 
12/30/2009 NTSV CRUMPACKER Notice Of Service Scott Wayman 
12/31/2009 HUFFMAN Filing: 11 - Initial Appearance by persons other Scott Wayman 
than the plaintiff or petitioner Paid by: Palmer I 
George Receipt number: 0881022 Dated: 
12/31/2009 Amount: $58.00 (Check) For: Reed, 
Scott Avery (defendant) 
NOAP HUFFMAN Notice Of Appearance-Michael G Palmer On Scott Wayman 
Behalf of Defendant 
1/6/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Temporary Scott Wayman 
Orders 02112/2010 01:30 PM) 1 1/2 Hr. Palmer 
1/7/2010 MOTN BAXLEY Defendant's Motion For Temporary Orders Scott Wayman 
NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Of Defendant's First Set Of Scott Wayman 
Interrogatories And Requests For Production Of 
Documents 
NOHG BAXLEY Notice Of Hearing on 02/12/1 O at 1 :30 PM RE Scott Wayman 
Motion to Appoint Guardian and Temporary 
Orders 
ANSW HARWOOD Answer To Divorce Complaint And Counterclaim Scott Wayman 
MOTN HARWOOD Motion To Appoint Guardian Ad Litem Scott Wayman 
1/12/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 02/12/2010 01 :30 Scott Wayman 
PM) 10 Min. Graham Objection to Motion for 
Temp Orders 
OBJT SREED Objection to Defendant's Motion for Temporary Scott Wayman 
Orders and Notice of Hearing 
1/20/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Status Conference Scott Wayman 
02/12/2010 01 :30 PM) 
CARLSON Notice of Hearing Scott Wayman 
OACW CARLSON Order to Attend Focus on the Children Workshop Scott Wayman 
and File Parenting Plan 
1/21/2010 NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Answers And Scott Wayman 
Responses To Plaintiffs First Set Of 
Interrogatories And Requests For Production Of 
Documents 999of1249 Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 
Date: 6/14/2013 udicial District Court - Kootenai Coun User: LEU 
Time: 02:47 PM ROA Report 
Page 2of23 Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
1/26/2010 MOTN PARKER Motion for Mental Health Evaluations Scott Wayman 
NOTH PARKER Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
1/28/2010 ANSW HUFFMAN Answer To Counterclaim Scott Wayman 
2/1/2010 NTSV COCHRAN Notice Of Service-Michael Palmer-2/1/20 Scott Wayman 
2/4/2010 RICKARD Miscellaneous Payment: Parenting Class Fee Scott Wayman 
Paid by: Reed, Stephanie K Receipt number: 
0005014 Dated: 2/4/2010 Amount: $20.00 
(Check) 
2/5/2010 STIP LEU Stipulation To entry Of Order Appointing Scott Wayman 
Guardian Ad Lite, And Order For 
Psychological/Mental Health Evaluations 
2/11/2010 VICTORIN Miscellaneous Payment: Parenting Class Fee Scott Wayman 
Paid by: Scott Reed Receipt number: 0006347 
Dated: 2/11/2010 Amount: $20.00 (Cash) 
2/12/2010 HRHD BUTLER Hearing result for Status Conference held on Scott Wayman 
02/12/2010 01:30 PM: Hearing Held -
Stipulations submitted 
HRVC BUTLER Hearing result for Motion for Temporary Orders Scott Wayman 
held on 02/1212010 01 :30 PM: Hearing Vacated 
11/2 Hr. Palmer 
HRVC BUTLER Hearing result for Motion held on 02/12/201 O Scott Wayman 
01:30 PM: Hearing Vacated 10 Min. Graham 
Objection to Motion for Temp Orders 
CERC CRUMPACKER Certificate Of Completion Scott A Reed Scott Wayman 
CERC CRUMPACKER Certificate Of Completion Stephanie M Reed Scott Wayman 
2/16/2010 ORDR HAMILTON Order Appointing Guardian Ad Litem Scott Wayman 
ORDR HAMILTON Order for Psychological/Mental Health Scott Wayman 
Evaluations 
NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Scott Wayman 
2/24/2010 NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Scott Wayman 
3/11/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/08/201 O 03:00 Scott Wayman 
PM) 30 Min. 
MOTN CRUMPACKER Motion to Freeze Accounts & Notice of Hearing Scott Wayman 
3/17/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/08/201 O 03:00 Scott Wayman 
PM) 
3/19/2010 OBJT BAXLEY Objection To Plaintiffs Second and Third Set Of Scott Wayman 
Interrogatories 
3/22/2010 NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Answers and Scott Wayman 
Responses To Plaintiffs Second Set Of 
Interrogatories and Requests For Production Of 
Documents 
NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Answers and Scott Wayman 
Responses To Plaintiffs Third Set Of 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed 
Interrogatories and Requests For Production Of 
Documents Docket No. 41013 1000of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 PM 
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udicial District Court • Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
3/25/2010 MOTN BAXLEY Motion For Additional Temporary Orders And Scott Wayman 
Notice Of Hearing on 04/08/10 at 3:00 pm 
4/1/2010 ORDR CARLSON Order for mediation Scott Wayman 
4/9/2010 HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion held on 04/08/2010 Scott Wayman 
03:00 PM: Hearing Held Graham 
HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion for Temporary Orders Scott Wayman 
held on 04/08/2010 03:00 PM: Hearing Held 30 
Min. 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion for Temporary Scott Wayman 
Orders 05/07/2010 10:00 AM) 
NOHG SREED Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
4/12/2010 HRVC CARLSON Hearing result for Motion for Temporary Orders Scott Wayman 
held on 05/07/2010 10:00 AM: Hearing Vacated 
FILE LEU New File Created ****FILE Scott Wayman 
#4-EXHIBITS****(Expando) 
FILE LEU New File Created ****FILE #5-EXHIBITS**** Scott Wayman 
(Expando) 
4/14/2010 NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Supplemental Scott Wayman 
Response To Plaintiffs Third Set of Requests For 
Production Of Documents 
4/28/2010 ORDR CARLSON Order After Hearing RE: Temporary Orders Scott Wayman 
5/6/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Pre-Trial Conference Scott Wayman 
07/28/2010 10:00 AM) 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Court Trial Scheduled Scott Wayman 
08/19/2010 09:00 AM) 2 Day Trial 8-19-/8-20 
CARLSON Notice of Pretrial Conference/Trial Scott Wayman 
5/12/2010 PTOR CARLSON Pretrial Scheduling Order Scott Wayman 
7/8/2010 REPT CARLSON Report from Mark Mays Scott Wayman 
7/9/2010 REPT BARKER Guardian ad Litem Report Scott Wayman 
7/14/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel Scott Wayman 
08/04/2010 03:00 PM) 15 Min Graham 
NOHG SHANKLIN Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
MOTN SHANKLIN Motion to Compel Scott Wayman 
7/15/2010 NOTO BAXLEY Notice Of Deposition Of Stephanie M Reed on Scott Wayman 
07129/10 at 9:00 am 
NOTO BAXLEY Notice Of Deposition of PJ Miller on 07/29/10 at Scott Wayman 
10:30 am 
7/20/2010 PLWL BAXLEY Expert Witness list (Plaintiff) Scott Wayman 
7/21/2010 MOTN BAXLEY Motion For Sanctions And Notice Of Failure To Scott Wayman 
Comply With Subpoena 
NOHG BAXLEY Notice Of Hearing on 08/04/1 O at 3:00 pm RE Scott Wayman 
Motion for Sanctions 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1001of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 udicial District Court • Kootenai Cou User: LEU 
Time: 02:47 PM ROA Report 
Page 4 of23 Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, eta!. 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
7/21/2010 NOHG BAXLEY AMENDED Notice Of Hearing on 08/04/1 O at Scott Wayman 
3:00 pm RE Motion for Sanctions 
PLWL BAXLEY Supplemental Attachment To Expert Witness List Scott Wayman 
7/22/2010 MOTN SREED Motion for Protective Order, Sanctions and Scott Wayman 
Quash of Subpoena 
NOHG SREED Notice of Hearing Scott Wayman 
NOHG SREED AMENDED Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
7/26/2010 PLWL BAXLEY Plaintiffs Second Supplemental Attachment To Scott Wayman 
Expert Witness List 
7/28/2010 PTCO CRUMPACKER Pre-Trial Compliance Scott Wayman 
HRHD BUTLER Hearing result for Pre-Trial Conference held on Scott Wayman 
07/28/2010 10:00 AM: Hearing Held 
FILE RICKARD New File ****'****FILE #2 Created******* Scott Wayman 
7/29/2010 MOTN LEU Motion To Extend Pre-Trial Compliance Deadline Scott Wayman 
NOHG LEU Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
MOTN LEU Motion to Shorten Time For Taking Deposition Scott Wayman 
MOTN LEU Motion to Shorten Time Scott Wayman 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/04/2010 03:00 Scott Wayman 
AM} 10 Min Palmer 
7/30/2010 OBJT LISONBEE Plaintiffs Objection To Defendant's Motion To Scott Wayman 
Shorten Time For Taking Of Depositon 
8/3/2010 STIP LISONBEE Stipulation For Disclosure Of Pyschological Scott Wayman 
Evaluations 
ORDR RICKARD Order Extending Pre-Trial Complaince Deadline Scott Wayman 
8/4/2010 DFWL CRUMPACKER Defendant's Expert Witness Disclosure Scott Wayman 
DFWL CRUMPACKER Defendanfs Witness List Scott Wayman 
DEFX CRUMPACKER Defendant's Exhibits List Scott Wayman 
GRNT BUTLER Hearing result for Motion to Compel held on Scott Wayman 
08/04/2010 03:00 PM: Motion Granted 15 Min 
Graham 
GRNT BUTLER Hearing result for Motion held on 08/04/201 O Scott Wayman 
03:00 PM: Motion Granted 10 Min Palmer 
8/5/2010 LETR BUTLER Letter from Heidi Fisher - Mediation at Impasse Scott Wayman 
ORDR BUTLER Amended Order for Disclosure of Psychological Scott Wayman 
Evaluations 
ORDR BUTLER Order Re: Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Scott Wayman 
ORDR BUTLER Order to Shorten Time for Taking of Deposition Scott Wayman 
ORDR BUTLER Order to Shorten Time re PT Compliance Scott Wayman 
Deadlines 
8/6/2010 ORDR BUTLER Order Allowing Deposition of Guardian Ad Litem Scott Wayman 
8/18/2010 StepilJFM. Reed v~~Reed Stipulation Tu,&QIJliP.1.tcroT§ial Scott Waym@!J2 of 1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 PM 
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udicial District Court • Kootenai Cou 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
8/18/2010 ORDR CARLSON Order To Continue Trial Scott Wayman 
CONT CARLSON Hearing result for Court Trial Scheduled held on Scott Wayman 
08/19/2010 09:00 AM: Continued 2 Day Trial 
8-19-/8-20 
8/24/2010 NOTO BAXLEY Notice Of Video Deposition Of Stephanie M Reed Scott Wayman 
on 09/13/1 O at 10:00 am 
8/26/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Pre-Trial Conference Scott Wayman 
11/04/2010 10:00 AM) 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Court Trial Scheduled Scott Wayman 
11/17/2010 09:00 AM) 2 Day Trial 
CARLSON Notice of Pretrial Conference/Trial Scott Wayman 
8/31/2010 PTOR CARLSON Pretrial Scheduling Order Scott Wayman 
NTSV CRUMPACKER Notice Of Service of Defendants Second Scott Wayman 
Supplemental Response to Plaintiffs Third Set of 
Requests for Production of Documents 
9/16/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 10/07/2010 09:30 Scott Wayman 
AM) 30 Min Palmer 
9/17/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 10/07/2010 09:30 Scott Wayman 
AM) Graham 
9/21/2010 NOTH ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
MOTN ROSENBUSCH Motion for Temporary Orders Re: Income Sharing Scott Wayman 
9/22/2010 MOTN CRUMPACKER Motion for Order Allowing Access to Community Scott Wayman 
Assets 
9/23/2010 NOTH ROSEN BUSCH Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
AFIS ROSEN BUSCH Affidavit of Scott A. Reed in Support of Motion for Scott Wayman 
Order Allowing Access to Community Assets 
9/30/2010 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel Scott Wayman 
10/07/2010 09:30 AM) 15 Min Graham 
NOTH ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
10/1/2010 AFIS BAXLEY Affidavit Of Stephanie M Reed In Support of Scott Wayman 
Motion For Temporary Orders 
10/7/2010 HRVC CARLSON Hearing result for Motion to Compel held on Scott Wayman 
10/07/2010 09:30 AM: Hearing Vacated 15 Min 
Graham 
HRVC CARLSON Hearing result for Motion held on 10/07/2010 Scott Wayman 
09:30 AM: Hearing Vacated Graham 
DENY CARLSON Hearing result for Motion held on 10/07/2010 Scott Wayman 
09:30 AM: Motion Denied 30 Min Palmer 
10/19/2010 PTCO CRUMPACKER Supplemental Exhibit to Plaitiffs Pre-Trial Scott Wayman 
Compliance 
10/21/2010 NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Supplemental Scott Wayman 
Response To Plaintiff's First Set Of Requests For 
Production of Documents 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1003 of 1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 udicial District Court • Kootenai Cou User: LEU 
Time: 02:47 PM ROA Report 
Page 6 of23 Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
10/26/2010 PTCO CRUMPACKER Plaintiffs Third Supplemental Attachment to Scott Wayman 
Pre-Trial Compliance 
10/28/2010 ORDR CARLSON Order Denying Defendants Motion to Access to Scott Wayman 
Community Funds 
MOTN VICTORIN Motion to Seal/Claose Proceedings Trial Scott Wayman 
STIP VICTORIN Stipulation to Extend Pretrial Deadlines Scott Wayman 
10/29/2010 PLTX ROSENBUSCH Plaintiff's Supplemental Pretrial Exhibit Scott Wayman 
11/1/2010 ORDR CARLSON Order Extending Pre-Trial Deadlines Scott Wayman 
11/4/2010 DEFX ROSENBUSCH Defendant's Supplemental Exhibit List Scott Wayman 
HRHD BUTLER Hearing result for Pre-Trial Conference held on Scott Wayman 
11/04/2010 10:00 AM: Hearing Held 
11/5/2010 PTCO BAXLEY Plaintiff's Fourth Supplemental Attachment To Scott Wayman 
Pre-Trial Compliance 
MOTN BAXLEY Alternative Motion Pursuant To IRCP 32(a)(3)(E) Scott Wayman 
DepositionNideo 
11/12/2010 DEFX CRUMPACKER Defendant's Third Supplemental Exhibit Scott Wayman 
List 
DEFX CRUMPACKER Defendant's Second Supplemental Exhibit Scott Wayman 
List 
DFWL CRUMPACKER Defendant's Supplemental Witness List Scott Wayman 
11/16/2010 MNCN BAXLEY Motion To Continue Trial Scott Wayman 
11/17/2010 INHD LARSEN Hearing result for Court Trial Scheduled held on Scott Wayman 
11/17/2010 09:00 AM: Interim Hearing Held 2 
Day Trial 
HRSC LARSEN Hearing Scheduled (Court Trial Scheduled Scott Wayman 
01113/2011 09:00 AM) 2 day trial 
NOHG LARSEN Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
11/19/2010 FILE CRUMPACKER **************New File #3 Created**************** Scott Wayman 
NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service of Defendants First Set of Scott Wayman 
Request for Admissions & Second Set of 
Requests for Production of Documents 
12/1/2010 NTSV ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Service Scott Wayman 
12/6/2010 NTSV ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Service Scott Wayman 
12/7/2010 PLWL ROSEN BUSCH Disclosure of Expert Witness Scott Wayman 
12/9/2010 NTSV CRUMPACKER Notice Of Service of Defendants Second Set of Scott Wayman 
Interrogatories & Request for Admissions 
12/14/2010 NTSV ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Service of Defendanfs Third Set of Scott Wayman 
Request for Admissions 
12/15/2010 HRSC BUTLER Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Compel Scott Wayman 
01/03/2011 03:00 PM) Graham - 10 min 
12/16/2010 MNCL ROSENBUSCH Second Motion to Compel and Request for Scott Wayman 
Attorney's Fees 
1004of1249 Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 PM 
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udicial District Court • Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
12/16/2010 NOTH ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
12/21/2010 MISC BAXLEY Plaintiffs Supplemental Attachment To Motion to Scott Wayman 
Compel 
12/23/2010 NTSV CRUMPACKER Notice Of Service Plaintiffs Responses to Scott Wayman 
Defendants 3rd Set of Requests for Admissions 
NTSV CRUMPACKER Notice Of Service of Defendants Answers & Scott Wayman 
Responses to Plaintiffs 4th Set of Interrogatories 
& Requests for Production of Documents & 1st 
Set of Requests for Admissions 
NTSV CRUMPACKER Notice Of Service of Defendants 3rd Scott Wayman 
Supplemental Response to Plaintiffs 3rd Set of 
Requests for Production of Documents 
12/28/2010 AFFD BAXLEY Affidavit Of Paula Olson In Response To Scott Wayman 
Plaintiffs Second Motion To Compel 
12/29/2010 NTSV CRUMPACKER Notice Of Service of Defendants Second Scott Wayman 
Supplemental Response to Plaintiffs First Set of 
Requests for Production of Documents 
DEFX CRUMPACKER Defendant's 4th Supplemental Exhibits List Scott Wayman 
1/3/2011 NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Of Defendant's Supplemental Scott Wayman 
Response To Plaintiffs Second Set Of Requests 
For Production Of Documents 
PSRS BAXLEY AMENDED Plaintiffs Supplemental Response To Scott Wayman 
Requests For Production of Documents 
MISC LEU Plaintiffs Supplemental Response to Request For Scott Wayman 
Production Of Documents 
1/4/2011 NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Scott Wayman 
1/5/2011 HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion to Compel held on Scott Wayman 
01/03/2011 03:00 PM: Hearing Held Graham -
10min 
1/11/2011 LETR LISONBEE Letter From PJ Miller, Guardian Ad Litem Scott Wayman 
NTSV BAXLEY Notice Of Service Scott Wayman 
1/12/2011 AFSV BAXLEY Affidavit Of Service on 01/10/11 served Thomas Scott Wayman 
HGodbold 
1/13/2011 CTST CARLSON Hearing result for Court Trial Scheduled held on Scott Wayman 
01/13/2011 09:00 AM: Court Trial Started 2 day 
trial 
ORDR CARLSON Order RE: Plaintiffs Motion to Compel Scott Wayman 
1/20/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Decision 01/28/2011 01 :30 Scott Wayman 
PM) 
CARLSON Notice of Hearing Scott Wayman 
1/28/2011 HRHD MOLLETT Hearing result for Decision held on 01/28/2011 Scott Wayman 
01 :30 PM: Hearing Held 
217/2011 MOTN BIELEC Motion For Preparation Of Transcript From The Scott Wayman 
Decision Hearing 
2/8/2011 StePl;:f()~ Reed v~fft.\reery Reed Motion For ~~~ll~~lo'li<Br Transcript Scott Waym1RR5 of 1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 P~.1 
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udicial District Court - Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, eta!. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
2/9/2011 ORDR CLEVELAND Order for Preparation of Transcript from the Scott Wayman 
Decision Hearing 
AFFM ROSENBUSCH Affidavit Of Mailing/Chris Campbell/faxed Scott Wayman 
02-09-11 
2/10/2011 MOTN BIELEC Motion To Extend The Due Date On Proposed Scott Wayman 
Final Order With No Objections 
2/14/2011 BNDC LEU Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 6071 Dated Scott Wayman 
2/14/2011 for 243. 75) 
ORDR VICTORIN Order Extending the Due Date on Proposed Final Scott Wayman 
Order 
2/24/2011 JDMT CLEVELAND Judgment for Attorney's Fees Scott Wayman 
JDMT CLEVELAND Judgment for Equalization of Property Settlement Scott Wayman 
STAT CLEVELAND Case status changed: Closed pending clerk Scott Wayman 
action 
3/2/2011 MOTN BAXLEY Motion For Reconsideration And Amendments Of Scott Wayman 
Findings Of The Court 
3/16/2011 NOTC CAMPBELL Notice of Balance Due on Transcript- ($16.25) Scott Wayman 
3/21/2011 NLTR CAMPBELL Notice of Lodging Transcript -Court's Oral Scott Wayman 
Decision Hearing 
LODG CAMPBELL Lodged - Transcript - Court's Oral Decision Scott Wayman 
Hearing 
RECT CAMPBELL Receipt Of Transcript - Suzanna Graham, Scott Wayman 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 570 dated Scott Wayman 
3121/2011 amount 243. 75) 
BNDC LEU Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 12005 Dated Scott Wayman 
3121/2011 for 16.25) 
BNDV LEU Bond Converted (Transaction number 574 dated Scott Wayman 
3/21/2011 amount 16.25) 
4/6/2011 HRSC BUTLER Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
06/15/2011 03:00 PM) Graham 1 hour 
STAT BUTLER Case status changed: Reopened Scott Wayman 
HRSC BUTLER Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
04/22/2011 08:00 AM) 1 hr Graham 
HRVC BUTLER Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider held on Scott Wayman 
06/15/2011 03:00 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Graham 1 hour 
4/7/2011 FACT LISONBEE Findings Of Fact, Conclusions Of Law And Order Scott Wayman 
STAT LISONBEE Case status changed: Closed pending clerk Scott Wayman 
action 
NOTH ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
FILE MITCHELL ************New File Created #6**************** John T. Mitchell 
4/11/2011 MOTN BIELEC Motion to Reconsider/ Clarify Scott Wayman Step ane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1006of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 P~.1 
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udicial District Court • Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
4/11/2011 MOTN BIELEC Ex Parte Motion To Shorten Time Scott Wayman 
4/21/2011 MOTN CRUMPACKER Amended Motion for Reconsideration & Scott Wayman 
Amendments of Findings of the court 
4/22/2011 ORDR CARLSON Exparte Order to Shorten Time Scott Wayman 
HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider held on Scott Wayman 
04/22/2011 08:00 AM: Hearing Held 1 hr 
Graham 
MOTN CARLSON Amended Motion for Reconsideration and Scott Wayman 
Amendment of Findings of the Court 
5/17/2011 ORDR SREED Order Re: Plaintiffs Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
5/20/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
07/25/2011 03:00 AM) 1 Hr Palmer 
STAT CARLSON Case status changed: Reopened Scott Wayman 
NOHG CRUMPACKER Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
5/23/2011 MOTN HUFFMAN Motion for Preparation of Transcript Scott Wayman 
5/26/2011 ORDR LISONBEE Order for Preparation Of Transcript Scott Wayman 
6/9/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 07/25/2011 03:00 Scott Wayman 
PM) 15 Min Graham 
MOTN BAXLEY Motion For Appointment Of A Person To Sign On Scott Wayman 
Behalf Of Disobedient Party Pursuant To IRCP 
70 
NOHG BAXLEY Notice Of Hearing on 07/25/11 at 3:00 pm Scott Wayman 
ANHR BAXLEY Amended Notice Of Hearing on 07 /25/11 at 3:00 Scott Wayman 
pm 
6/20/2011 CSTS BIELEC Child Support Transmittal Sheet Scott Wayman 
Document sealed 
CVDI BIELEC Civil Disposition entered for: Reed, Scott Avery, Scott Wayman 
Defendant; Reed, Stephanie K, Plaintiff. Filing 
date: 6/20/2011 
FJDE BIELEC Amended Final Decree Of Divorce Scott Wayman 
7/8/2011 RICKARD Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid Scott Wayman 
by: Mark A Ellingsen Receipt number: 0028787 
Dated: 7/8/2011 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
AFFD HUFFMAN Affidavit I Application in Support of Issuance of Scott Wayman 
Writ of Execution: Amounts Due And Owing on 
Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney Fees And 
Costs 
MOTN HUFFMAN Motion For Issuance of Writ of Execution Scott Wayman 
WRIT HUFFMAN Writ Issued $213,559.20 Scott Wayman 
7/11/2011 NOAP VICTORIN Notice Of Appearance/Mark Ellingsen Scott Wayman 
7112/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 07/25/2011 03:00 Scott Wayman 
PM} 5 Min Palmer 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1007of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
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udicial District Court - Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
7/12/2011 CONT CARLSON Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider Robert B. Burton 
scheduled on 07/25/2011 03:00 PM: Continued 
1 Hr Palmer 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
08/08/2011 03:00 PM) 1 Hr Palmer 
HUFFMAN Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid Scott Wayman 
by: Witherspoon Kelley Receipt number: 0029229 
Dated: 7/12/2011 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
WRRT HUFFMAN Writ Returned - NOT USED Scott Wayman 
WRIT HUFFMAN Writ Issued $213,559.20 Scott Wayman 
MOTN ZOOK Motion for leave to withdraw Scott Wayman 
AFFD ZOOK Affidavit of Michael G Palmer in Support of Scott Wayman 
Motion for leave to withdraw 
ANHR ROSEN BUSCH Amended Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
NOTH ROSENBUSCH Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
7/13/2011 MISC CRUMPACKER Supplemental Evidence re Motion for Scott Wayman 
Appointment of a Person to Sign on Behalf of 
Disobedient Party Pursuant to IRCP 70 
MISC ZOOK No Objection for S. Graham RE: Notice of Scott Wayman 
Hearing filed 7 -12-11 
7114/2011 MOTN BAXLEY Motion For Injunctive Relief And Notice Of Scott Wayman 
Hearing on 07/25/11 at 3:00 pm 
MEMS BAXLEY Memorandum In Support Of Plaintiff's Motion For Scott Wayman 
Injunctive Relief 
AFIS BAXLEY Affidavit Of Mark A Ellingsen Filed In Support of Scott Wayman 
Motion For Injunctive Relief 
MOTN BAXLEY Motion To Shorten Time To Hear Motion For Scott Wayman 
Injunctive Relief And Notice Of Hearing on 
07/25/11 at 3:00 pm 
OBJT ZOOK Objection regarding amended hearing filed Scott Wayman 
7-12-11 
.7/15/2011 WRNS BAXLEY Writ Returned/Not Satisfied Scott Wayman 
7/18/2011 AFFD CLEVELAND Affidavit of Mark A Ellingsen Filed in Support of Scott Wayman 
Plaintiff's Objectrion/Exception to answer of 
Garnishee Defendants and Motion for Entry of 
Judgment/Order for Issuance and Delivery of 
Stock 
MEMO CLEVELAND Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Objection/ Scott Wayman 
Exception to Answer of Garnishee Defendants & 
Motion for Entry of Judgment/Order for Issuance 
and Delivery of Stock 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1008of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 PM 
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Date Code User Judge 
7/18/2011 MISC CLEVELAND Objection/Exception to Answer of Garnishee Scott Wayman 
defendants Mountain Health Services. P.C. and 
Idaho Corporation and Mountain Health Care, 
Inc. and Motion for Entry of Judgment/Order for 
Issuance and Delivery of Stock and Notice of 
Hearing 
FILE MITCHELL ************New File Created #7***************** John T. Mitchell 
7/20/2011 AFSV BAXLEY Affidavit Of Service on 07 /18/11 served Mountain Scott Wayman 
Health Care Inc and Mountain Health Services 
PC by leaving With Dr Frederick R Haller 
7/25/2011 LISONBEE Filing: L2 - Appeal, Magistrate Division to District Scott Wayman 
Court Paid by: Palmer, Michael G. (attorney for 
Reed, Scott Avery) Receipt number: 0031091 
Dated: 7/25/2011 Amount: $53.00 (Check) For: 
Reed, Scott Avery (defendant) 
BNDC LISONBEE Bond Posted- Cash (Receipt 31092 Dated Scott Wayman 
7/2512011for150.00) 
ADMR VIGIL Administrative assignment of Judge John T. Mitchell 
DENY CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
07/25/2011 03:00 PM: Motion Denied 5 Min 
Palmer 
DENY CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
07/25/2011 03:00 PM: Motion Denied 15 Min 
Graham 
APDC LEU Appeal Filed In District Court John T. Mitchell 
7/26/2011 HRSC CLAUSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Withdraw John T. Mitchell 
08/02/2011 03:30 PM) Palmer 
MOTN SREED Motion to Shorten Time John T. Mitchell 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/17/2011 11 :30 Scott Wayman 
AM) 15 Min 
ANHR ROSENBUSCH Amended Notice Of Hearing John T. Mitchell 
7/28/2011 HRSC CLAUSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/09/2011 02:00 John T. Mitchell 
PM) Appoint Consurvitor - Graham; 1 hour 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/17/2011 11:30 Scott Wayman 
AM) 15 Min Graham 
7/29/2011 MOTN SREED Motion to Shorten Time John T. Mitchell 
NOHG SREED Notice Of Hearing 8/9/11 John T. Mitchell 
NOHG SREED Notice Of Hearing 8117111 John T. Mitchell 
ORDR LEU Order Granting Injunctive Relief John T. Mitchell 
8/2/2011 HRVC CLAUSEN Hearing result for Motion schEMjuled on John T. Mitchell 
08/09/2011 02:00 PM: Hearing Vacated 
Appoint Consurvitor - Graham; 1 hour 
HRSC CLAUSEN Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/31/2011 10:00 John T. Mitchell 
AM) 1 HOUR - GRAHAM 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1009of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Timo· n?·.d7 DU 
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Date Code User Judge 
8/2/2011 GRNT CLAUSEN Hearing result for Motion to Withdraw scheduled John T. Mitchell 
on 08/02/2011 03:30 PM: Motion Granted 
Palmer 
DCHH CLAUSEN District Court Hearing Held John T. Mitchell 
Court Reporter: JULIE FOLAND 
ANHR ROSEN BUSCH Amended Notice Of Hearing on John T. Mitchell 
Objection/Exception to Answer of Garnishee 
Defendants Mountain Health Services, P.C., and 
Mountain Health Care, Inc. and Motion for Entry 
of Judgment/Order for Issuance and Delivery of 
Stock 
ORDR CLAUSEN Order to Shorten Time John T. Mitchell 
ORDR CLAUSEN Order for Leave to Withdraw - Michael Palmer John T. Mitchell 
8/3/2011 HRVC CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
08/17/201111:30 AM: Hearing Vacated 15 Min 
Graham 
8/5/2011 SREED Filing: 11 - Initial Appearance by persons other John T. Mitchell 
than the plaintiff or petitioner Paid by: Michael 
Ramsden Receipt number: 0033267 Dated: 
8/5/2011 Amount: $58.00 (Check) For: Mountain 
Health Care Inc (defendant) and Mountain Health 
Services PC (defendant) 
NOAP SREED Notice Of Appearance - Michael Ramsden 080 John T. Mitchell 
Mountain Health Svcs & Mountain Health Care 
AFSV CRUMPACKER Affidavit Of Service 8/2/11 FRH John T. Mitchell 
NOHG CRUMPACKER Notice Of Vacated Hearing John T. Mitchell 
NOHG CRUMPACKER Amended Notice Of Hearing John T. Mitchell 
8/8/2011 HRVC CARLSON Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
scheduled on 08/08/2011 03:00 PM: Hearing 
Vacated 1 Hr Palmer 
8/12/2011 CONT CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
08/1712011 11 :30 AM: Continued 15 Min 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/28/2011 11 :00 Scott Wayman 
AM) 1 Hr. 
8/15/2011 ANHR BAXLEY Second Amended Notice Of Hearing On John T. Mitchell 
Objection/Exception To Answer Of Garnishee 
Defendants Mountain Health Services PC And 
Mountain Health Care Inc And Motion For Entry 
of Judgment/Order For Issuance And Delivery of 
Stock 
CERT BAXLEY Certificate Of Service Of Second Amended John T. Mitchell 
Notice Of Hearing On Objecti911/Exception To 
·Answer OfGarnishee Defendants Mountain 
Health Services PC And Mountain Health Care 
Inc And Motion For Entry of Judgment/Order For 
Issuance And Delivery of Stock 
8/19/2011 Ste~~fa. Reed v~very Reed Notice Of A~~{J1l!in Rude for defendant John T. MitqijfFBot 1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 udicial District Court • Kootenai Coun User: LEU 
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Date Code User Judge 
8/25/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/28/2011 11 :00 Scott Wayman 
AM) Dan Rude 
And Motion to Stay 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
11/07/201110:30 AM) 30 Min Rude 
NOHG HUFFMAN Notice Of Hearing John T. Mitchell 
NOHG HUFFMAN Notice Of Hearing John T. Mitchell 
MOTN HUFFMAN Motion For Stay John T. Mitchell 
OBJT ZOOK Objection to Motion and Hearing on Appeal John T. Mitchell 
8/29/2011 MOTN ZOOK Motion for Order Requiring Preparation of John T. Mitchell 
Transcripts 
8/31/2011 HRHD ROHRBACH Hearing result for Motion scheduled on John T. Mitchell 
08/31/201110:00 AM: Hearing Held APPT A 
SIGNER; 1 HOUR - GRAHAM 
ORDR CLAUSEN Memorandum Decision and Order Denying John T. Mitchell 
Hearing by District Court on Plaintiff's Motion for 
Appointment of a Person to Sign on Behalf of 
Disobedient Party Pursuant to IRCP 70 
DCHH ROHRBACH District Court Hearing Held John T. Mitchell 
Court Reporter: Julie 'Foland 
Number of Transcript Pages for this hearing 
estimated: 
9/6/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 09/28/2011 11 :00 Scott Wayman 
AM) 15 Min Graham 
Motion to Appt Signer 
ORDR LEU Order Requiring Preparation Of Transcript John T. Mitchell 
9/7/2011 NOHG DEGLMAN Notice Of Hearing John T. Mitchell 
BNDC VIGIL Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 38006 Dated John T. Mitchell 
917/2011 for 1762.50) 
9/8/2011 BNDC VIGIL Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 38030 Dated John T. Mitchell 
9/8/2011 for 1462.50) 
9/16/2011 MISC HUFFMAN Defendant's Objection To Plaintiffs Motion For John T. Mitchell 
Entry Of Judgment/Order For Issuance And 
Delivery Of Stock 
9/21/2011 MEMO BAXLEY Memorandum In Opposition To Defendant's John T. Mitchell 
Motion For Stay 
MISC BAXLEY Defendant's Response To Plaintiffs John T. Mitchell 
Memorandum In Opposition To Motion For Stay 
9/26/2011 MEMO BAXLEY Reply Memorandum In Opposition To John T. Mitchell 
Defendant's Objection To Plaintiff's Motion For 
Entry Of Judgment I Order For Issuance And 
Delivery Of Stock 
MISC LEU Supplemental Evidence Re Motion For John T. Mitchell 
Appointment Of A Person To Sign On Behalf Of 
Disobendient Party Pursuant To IRCP 70 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1011 of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 PM 
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9/27/2011 CONT CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
09/28/2011 11 :00 AM: Continued 15 Min 
Graham 
Motion to Appt Signer 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 11/07/201110:30 Scott Wayman 
AM) 15 Min Graham 
Motion to Appt Signer 
MISC BAXLEY Second Submission Of Supplemental Evidence John T. Mitchell 
RE Motion For Appointment Of A Person To Sign 
On Behalf Of Disobedient Party Pursuant To 
IRCP70 
ANHR BAXLEY Amended Notice Of Hearing on 11/07/11 at 10:30 John T. Mitchell 
am 
9/28/2011 ADMR MEYER Administrative assignment of Judge Jeff M Brudie 
ORAJ LSMITH Order Assigning Judge John T. Mitchell 
GRNT CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
09/28/2011 11 :00 AM: Motion Granted Dan 
Rude 
Motion to Stay 
HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
09/28/2011 11 :00 AM: Hearing Held 1 Hr. 
9/29/2011 ADMR CRUMPACKER Administrative assignment of Judge Michael J. Griffin 
9/30/2011 ORDR MOLLETT Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion For Order For Michael J. Griffin 
Issuance/Delivery Of Stock 
10/4/2011 MATT CAMPBELL Motion & Affidavit for Extension of Time on Michael J. Griffin 
Transcript 
ORDR CARLSON Order Extending Time for Transcript Preparation Michael J. Griffin 
10/13/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 11/07/201110:30 Scott Wayman 
AM) 15 Min Dan Rude Rule 60-B 
10/19/2011 NOHG CRUMPACKER Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
MOTN CRUMPACKER Motion for Relief from Judgment Michael J. Griffin 
AFFD CRUMPACKER Affidavit of Scott Reed in Support of Motion for Michael J. Griffin 
Relief from Judgment 
10/21/2011 DBRF CRUMPACKER Brief in Support of Motion for Reconsideration Michael J. Griffin 
10/25/2011 ORDR HUFFMAN Order Concerning Stay Michael J. Griffin 
NOTC LEU Amended Notice Of Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
10/28/2011 ESTI CAMPBELL Estimate Of Transcript Costs (Zero as previously Michael J. Griffin 
ordered and paid for by Defendant) 
NBAL CAMPBELL Notice Of Balance Due On Transcript- ($9.75 by Michael J. Griffin 
defendant) 
10/31/2011 NLTR CAMPBELL Notice of Lodging Transcript - Court Trial (2 Michael J. Griffin 
volumes) 
RECT CAMPBELL Receipt Of Transcript - Dan Rude Michael J. Griffin 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1012of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 PM 
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10/31/2011 BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 2355 dated Michael J. Griffin 
10/31/2011 amount 1,462.50) 
BNDC LEU Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 45606 Dated Michael J. Griffin 
10/31/2011 for 9.75) 
BNDV LEU Bond Converted (Transaction number 2356 dated Michael J. Griffin 
10/31/2011amount9.75) 
11/1/2011 ESTI CAMPBELL Estimate Of Transcript Costs - AMENDED - Michael J. Griffin 
$325.00 
RECT CAMPBELL Receipt Of Transcript - Dan Rude (transcript Michael J. Griffin 
ordered 2/9/11) 
FILE CRUMPACKER New File Created #9(4,5, & 8 are Expando) Michael J. Griffin 
11/2/2011 BRIE VIGIL Plaintiffs Brief in Oppostion to Defendanfs Michael J. Griffin 
Motion for Reconsideration 
RECT VIGIL Receipt Of Transcript (Suzanna Graham) Michael J. Griffin 
FILE VIGIL New File Created ****File No. 8**** Michael J. Griffin 
MISC CARLSON Reference to Trial Transcript and Reply Brief Michael J. Griffin 
11/4/2011 BNDC VIGIL Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 46303 Dated Michael J. Griffin 
11/4/2011 for 325.00) 
11/9/2011 HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
11/07/201110:30AM: Hearing Held 15Min 
Dan Rude Rule 60-B 
HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
11/07/2011 10:30 AM: Hearing Held 15 Min 
Graham 
Motion to Appt Signer 
HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion to Reconsider Scott Wayman 
scheduled on 11/07/2011 10:30 AM: Hearing 
Held 15 Min Rude 
11/15/2011 ORDR VIGIL Order Setting Aside Judgments for Attorney Fees Barry E. Watson 
11/21/2011 MCAF GAVIN Memorandum Of Costs And Attorney Fees Michael J. Griffin 
12/2/2011 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 01/23/2012 03:00 Scott Wayman 
PM) Rude 30 Min 
Objection to Cost Bill 
OBJT CLEVELAND Objection to and Motion to Disallow Attorney Michael J. Griffin 
Fees and Costs 
NOHG CRUMPACKER Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
AFFD LEU Affidavit Of Michael Palmer In Opposition To Michael J. Griffin 
Plaintiffs Request For Fees And Costs 
AFFD LEU Supplemental Affidavit Of Michael Palmer In Michael J. Griffin 
Opposition To Plaintiffs Request For Fees And 
Costs Concerning Paralegal Fees 
AFFD LEU Affidavit Of Mark Jackson Michael J. Griffin 
NOTC LEU Second Amended Notice Of Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1013of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:4 7 PM 
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12/9/2011 NBAL CAMPBELL Notice Of Balance Due On Transcript ($9.75 to Michael J. Griffin 
be paid by defendant by12/23/11) 
NLTR CAMPBELL Notice of Lodging Transcript Michael J. Griffin 
LODG CAMPBELL lodged - Transcript - Various Motions Hearings Michael J. Griffin 
(April 27, 2011, July 25, 2011, September 28, 
2011 and November 7, 2011) 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 2628 dated Michael J. Griffin 
12/9/2011 amount 325.00) 
RECT CAMPBELL Receipt Of Transcript - Dan Rude Michael J. Griffin 
BNDC LEU Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 50827 Dated Michael J. Griffin 
12/9/2011 for 9.75) 
BNDV LEU Bond Converted (Transaction number 2629 dated Michael J. Griffin 
12/9/2011 amount 9.75) 
12/14/2011 RECT DEGLMAN Receipt Of Transcript Michael J. Griffin 
12121/2011 OBJT DEGLMAN Objection to Settlement of Transcript on Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
MOTN DEGLMAN Motion to Stay Proceedings upon Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
1/9/2012 NOHG LEU Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
1117/2012 MOTN VICTORIN Motion for Entry of Order Concerning Michael J. Griffin 
Establishing Due Dates for Briefs on Appeal and 
Brief 
1/24/2012 HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
01/23/2012 03:00 PM: Hearing Held Rude 30 
Min 
Objection to Cost Bill and Transcripts on Appeal 
1/25/2012 NOTC SREED Third AMENDED Notice of Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
1/27/2012 ESTI CAMPBELL Estimate Of Transcript Costs ($178.75 to be paid Michael J. Griffin 
by Scott Reed - third amended notice of appeal) 
BNDC LEU Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 3675 Dated Michael J. Griffin 
1/27/2012for178.75) 
3/6/2012 NLTR CAMPBELL Notice of Lodging Transcript - Motions Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
LODG CAMPBELL lodged - Transcript - Motions Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 493 dated Michael J. Griffin 
3/6/2012 amount 139.75) 
3/7/2012 BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 494 dated Michael J. Griffin 
3/7/2012 amount 10.25) 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 495 dated Michael J. Griffin 
3/7/2012 amount 139.75) 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 496 dated Michael J. Griffin 
3/7/2012 amount 39.00) 
RECT HODGE Receipt Of Transcript Michael J. Griffin 
RECT HODGE Receipt Of Transcript Michael J. Griffin 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1014of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:4 7 PM 
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3/13/2012 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 04/23/2012 10:30 Scott Wayman 
AM) 2 Motions 
45Min Graham 
3/28/2012 NOTS CAMPBELL Notice Of Settling Transcript On Appeal and Michael J. Griffin 
Briefing Schedule 
4/2/2012 ORDR VICTORIN Order on Motions Michael J. Griffin 
4/3/2012 FILE LEU New File Created-#10--CREATED Michael J. Griffin 
4/19/2012 HRVC CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
04/23/2012 10:30 AM: Hearing Vacated 2 
Motions 
45Min Graham 
AFFD LEU Affidavit Of Frederick R. Haller, M.D. In Supporty Michael J. Griffin 
Of Garnishees' Motion To Substitute Cash 
Eqquivalent For Shares Of Stock Subject To 
Garnishment 
MOTN LEU Garnishees' Motion To Substitute Cash Michael J. Griffin 
Equivalent For Shares Of Stock Subject To 
Garnishment 
MEMO MITCHELL Memorandum In Support of Garnishees' Motion Michael J. Griffin 
to Substitute Cash Equivalent for Shares of Stock 
Subject to Garnishment 
4/20/2012 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/21/2012 01:30 Scott Wayman 
PM) 15 Min. 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/21/2012 01 :30 Scott Wayman 
PM) 30 Min Graham 
NOTC SREED Fourth Amended Notice of Appeal - Dan Rude Michael J. Griffin 
080 Defendant 
HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 05/21/2012 01 :30 Scott Wayman 
PM) 
NOHG LEU Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
MOTN LEU Motion For Entry Of Qualified Domestic Relations Michael J. Griffin 
Orders 
4/23/2012 NOHG LEU Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
4/30/2012 BRFA LEU Appellant's Brief On Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
5/1/2012 MISC VIGIL Plaintiffs Response to Garnishee Defendant's Michael J. Griffin 
Motion to Substitute Cash for Shares of Stock 
Subject to Garnishment; Plaintiffs Motion for 
Relief From Stay and Motion for Entry of Order 
Directing Sheriff of Shoshone County to Disburse 
Substituted Cash to Plaintiff and Notice of 
Hearing 
MEMO VIGIL Memorandum in Support of Plaintiffs Motion for Michael J. Griffin 
Entry of Order Directing Disbursement of Cash 
Exchanged for Stock 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1015of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
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5/1/2012 AFFD VIGIL Affidavit of Mark A. Ellingsen Filed in Support of Michael J. Griffin 
Plaintiffs Motion for Entry of Order Directing 
Disbursement of Cash Exchanged for Stock 
5/3/2012 OBJT BAXLEY Defendant's Objection To Non-Party Scott Wayman 
Corporations' Motion To Substitute Cash For 
Stock 
5/10/2012 NOHG CRUMPACKER 2nd Amended Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
5/14/2012 MISC HUFFMAN Defendant's Response And Objection To Michael J. Griffin 
Plaintiffs Motion For Entry Of Qualified Domestic 
Relations Order 
5/21/2012 HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
05/21/2012 01:30 PM: Hearing Held 30 Min 
Graham 
HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
05/21/2012 01:30 PM: Hearing Held 
HRHD CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
05121/2012 01:30 PM: Hearing Held 15 Min. 
5/30/2012 RBRF VICTORIN Respondent's Reply to Appellant's Brief on Michael J. Griffin 
Appeal 
5/31/2012 FILE CRUMPACKER New File Created***11 *** Michael J. Griffin 
6/8/2012 ORDR CLEVELAND Order Granting Plaintiffs Motion for Relief from Michael J. Griffin 
Stay 
ORDR CLEVELAND Order and Judgment Regarding Award of Michael J. Griffin 
Attorney's Fees 
QDRO CLEVELAND Qualified Domestic Relations Order Hanover Michael J. Griffin 
QDRO CLEVELAND Qualified Domestic Relations Order Mountain Michael J. Griffin 
Health Services, P.C. 401K Plan 
QDRO CLEVELAND Qualified Domestic Relations Order (Retirement Michael J. Griffin 
Account through Morgan Stanley/Smith Barney) 
QDRO CLEVELAND Qualified Domestic Relations Order (Retirement Michael J. Griffin 
Account through T. Rowe Price) 
6/13/2012 CLEVELAND Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid Michael J. Griffin 
by: Witherspoon, Kelley, Davenport & Toole, P.S. 
Receipt number: 0024761 Dated: 6/13/2012 
Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
AFFD CLEVELAND Affidavit/Application in Support of Issuance of Michael J. Griffin 
Writ of Execution: Amounts Due and Owing on 
Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney Fees and 
Costs 
WRIT CLEVELAND Writ Issued - $221, 187.86 Michael J. Griffin 
6/15/2012 MOTN HERSHEY Motion for Relief from Judgment Re: Mountain Michael J. Griffin 
Health Services QDRO 
6/20/2012 ABRF MCNEIL Appellant's Reply Brief Michael J. Griffin 
6/29/2012 ORDR ZOOK Order RE:Motion for entry of Qualified Domestic Michael J. Griffin 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Relations O[Jt~~et No. 41013 1016of1249 
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7/1/2012 XCRE LEU Certain Court Records Exemption Rule 32(g) Michael J. Griffin 
imposed 
7/9/2012 HRSC MITCHELL Hearing Scheduled (Oral Argument on Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
08/24/201211:00AM) In Kootenai 
MITCHELL Notice of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
7/12/2012 MOTN CRUMPACKER Motion to Quash Writ Michael J. Griffin 
NOTC CRUMPACKER Notice concerning Entry of Final Appealable Michael J. Griffin 
Order 
7/17/2012 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/20/2012 03:00 Scott Wayman 
AM) 30 Min Graham 
DEGLMAN Filing: L 1 - Appeal, Small claims Dept to Michael J. Griffin 
Magistrate Court Paid by: Rude, Dan J. 
(attorney for Reed, Scott Avery) Receipt number: 
0029316 Dated: 7/17/2012 Amount: $61.00 
(Check) For: Reed, Scott Avery (defendant) 
NOTC VIGIL Notice of Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
MISC VIGIL Amended Certificate of Service Michael J. Griffin 
7/18/2012 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Quash Scott Wayman 
08/20/2012 03:00 PM) 10 Min. Rude 
NOHG CRUMPACKER Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
7/19/2012 NOTC VIGIL Notice of Tender Michael J. Griffin 
BNDC VIGIL Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 2951 O Dated Michael J. Griffin 
7/19/2012for10100.00) 
7/30/2012 BNDC LEU Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 31056 Dated Michael J. Griffin 
7/30/2012for162.50) 
8/6/2012 MOTN VIGIL Motion for Enforcement of Order and Motion for Michael J. Griffin 
Signor to Execute Additional Documents on 
Defendant's Behalf and for Attorney's Fees and 
Costs 
NOTH VIGIL Notice Of Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
8/9/2012 MOTN VIGIL Plaintiffs Motion for Order Directing Payment of Michael J. Griffin 
Tender 
8/13/2012 MEMO CLEVELAND Response Memorandum in Opposition to Michael J. Griffin 
Defendant's Motion to Quash Writ 
8/16/2012 BRIE CLEVELAND Response Brief in Support of Motion to Quash Michael J. Griffin 
Writ 
BRIE CLEVELAND AMENDED Response Brief in Support of Motion Michael J. Griffin 
to Quash Writ 
8117/2012 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/20/1203 03:00 Scott Wayman 
PM) 5 Min. Ellingson 
MOTN CLEVELAND Motion to Shorten Time to Hear Plaintiffs Motion Michael J. Griffin 
for Order Directing Payment of Tender And 
Notice of Hearing 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1017of1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
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8/21/2012 GRNT CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
08/20/2012 03:00 PM: Motion Granted 30 Min 
Graham 
DENY CARLSON Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
08/20/1203 03:00 PM: Motion Denied 5 Min. 
Ellingson 
DENY CARLSON Hearing result for Motion to Quash scheduled on Scott Wayman 
08/20/2012 03:00 PM: Motion Denied 10 Min. 
Rude 
8/22/2012 HRSC CARLSON Hearing Scheduled (Motion 08/30/2012 10:30 Scott Wayman 
AM) 
MOTN LEU Supplemental Motion For Enforcement Of Order Michael J. Griffin 
And Motion For Signor To Execute Additional 
Quitclaim Deeds 
8/23/2012 HRVC MOLLETT Hearing result for Oral Argument on Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
scheduled on 08/24/2012 11 :00 AM: Hearing 
Vacated In Kootenai 
MOTN CARLSON Motion to Shorten Time Michael J. Griffin 
8/24/2012 RTSV CRUMPACKER Return Of NonService FRH Michael J. Griffin 
8/30/2012 NLTR CAMPBELL Notice of Lodging Transcript - Motions Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
LODG CAMPBELL Lodged - Transcript Motions Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 1896 dated Michael J. Griffin 
8/30/2012 amount 97.50) 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 1897 dated Michael J. Griffin 
8/30/2012 amount 65.00) 
GRNT BUTLER Hearing result for Motion scheduled on Scott Wayman 
08/30/2012 10:30 AM: Motion Granted 
NOHG BUTLER Notice Of Hearing Scott Wayman 
ORDR BUTLER Order to Shorten Time Scott Wayman 
ORDR BUTLER Order Directing Payment of Tender Scott Wayman 
8/31/2012 RECT CRUMPACKER Receipt Of Transcript Michael J. Griffin 
9/4/2012 VICTORIN Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid Michael J. Griffin 
by: Witherspoon/Kelley Receipt number: 0035835 
Dated: 9/4/2012 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
MISC VICTORIN Satisfaction of Order and Judgment Regarding Michael J. Griffin 
Award of Attorney's Fees 
AFWR VICTORIN Affidavit/Application in Support of Issuance of Michael J. Griffin 
Writ of Execution: Amounts Due and Owing on 
Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney Fees and 
Costs 
WRIT VICTORIN Writ Issued - 213,462.00 Michael J. Griffin 
BNDV VICTORIN Bond Converted (Transaction number 1921 dated Michael J. Griffin 
9/4/2012amount10,100.00) 
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Page 21of23 Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, eta!. 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain HeaHh Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
9/4/2012 MOTN VIGIL Motion for Joint Telephonic Conference with Michael J. Griffin 
Judge Griffin Re: Status of Appeal 
9/5/2012 OBJT VIGIL Objection to Motion for Telephone Conference Michael J. Griffin 
with Judge Griffin Concerning Status of Appeal 
9/12/2012 MOTN MCNEIL Motion for Reconsideration and Request for Michael J. Griffin 
Sanctions 
9/13/2012 FILE ZOOK ***********New File Created************ Michael J. Griffin 
File#12 
9/21/2012 FJDE MCCOY Order for Enforcement of Order for Signor to Michael J. Griffin 
Execute Additional Documents on Defendant's 
Behalf and Denying Motion for Attorney's Fees 
and Costs 
STAT MCCOY Case status changed: Closed Michael J. Griffin 
ORDR MCCOY Supplental Order for Enforcement of Order and Michael J. Griffin 
for Signor to Execute Additional Documents on 
Defendant's Behalf and Denying Motion for 
Attorney's Fees and Costs 
9/24/2012 AFFD LEU Affidavit Of Suzanna L. Graham To Correct The Michael J. Griffin 
Record Re: Counsel erroneously advised the 
Court the Amended Decree Of Divorce was filed. 
(SHOSHONE COUNTY). 
9/25/2012 MOTN VIGIL Second Amended Motion for Joint Telephonic Michael J. Griffin 
Conference with Judge Griffin Re: Status of 
Appeal 
9/27/2012 NOTS CAMPBELL Notice Of Settling Transcript On Appeal and Michael J. Griffin 
Briefing Schedule 
MISC LEU Request To Set Matter For Oral Argument And Michael J. Griffin 
Objection To Request For Telephone Conference 
Concerning Status Of Appeal 
10/2/2012 MOTN CLEVELAND Motion for Order Requiring Preparation of Michael J. Griffin 
Transcripts 
MOTN CLEVELAND AMENDED Motion for Reconsideration and Michael J. Griffin 
Request for Sanctions 
10/5/2012 ORDR ZOOK Order Requiring Preparation of Transcript Scott Wayman 
10/10/2012 BNDC VIGIL Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 41201 Dated Michael J. Griffin 
10/10/2012 for 81.25) 
STAT VIGIL Case status changed: Closed pending clerk Michael J. Griffin 
action 
10/16/2012 ORDR VIGIL Order for Scheduling Conference Michael J. Griffin 
HRSC VIGIL Hearing Scheduled (Scheduling Conference Michael J. Griffin 
11/02/2012 11 :30 AM) 
STAT VIGIL Case status changed: Reopened Michael J. Griffin 
10/24/2012 LETO REYNOLDS Letter From Defendant Michael J. Griffin 
REYNOLDS Notice Concerning Ex Parte Correspondence Michael J. Griffin 
10/25/2012 Ster:H@fQ. Reed v~Reed Notice Concmmin{tlE»-~llte Correspondence Michael J. GmfiBt 1249 
Date: 6/14/2013 
Time: 02:47 PM 
Page 22 of23 
udicial District Court • Kootenai Coun 
ROA Report 
Case: CV-2009-0010686 Current Judge: Scott Wayman 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, etal. 
User: LEU 
Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
10/29/2012 WRNS MCKEON Writ Returned/Not Satisfied Michael J. Griffin 
10/31/2012 BRIE VICTORIN Appellant's Brief on Second Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
11/2/2012 HRHD CARROLL Hearing result for Scheduling Conference Michael J. Griffin 
scheduled on 11/02/201211:30AM: Hearing 
Held 
NLTR CAMPBELL Notice of Lodging Transcript - Motions Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
LODG CAMPBELL Lodged - Transcript - Motions Hearing Michael J. Griffin 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 2337 dated Michael J. Griffin 
11/2/2012 amount 42.25) 
BNDV CAMPBELL Bond Converted (Transaction number 2338 dated Michael J. Griffin 
11/2/2012 amount 39.00) 
RECT CRUMPACKER Receipt Of Transcript Michael J. Griffin 
11/9/2012 RECT MCKEON Receipt Of Transcript Michael J. Griffin 
11/14/2012 ORDR MITCHELL Order For Oral Argument Michael J. Griffin 
HRSC MITCHELL Hearing Scheduled (Oral Argument on Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
03/01/2013 09:30 AM) In Kootenai - Counsel for 
both parties shall be personally present. 
11/28/2012 RECT CLEVELAND Receipt Of Transcript - Suzanna Graham Michael J. Griffin 
11/29/2012 MISC MCKEON Respondent's Reply To Appellant's Second Brief Michael J. Griffin 
On Appeal 
12/20/2012 BRIE CLEVELAND Appellant's Reply Brief on Second Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
2126/2013 STIP VICTORIN Stipulation to Submit Appeal Upon the Briefs and Michael J. Griffin 
Request for Court Approval Pursuant to IAR 
37(a) 
2/27/2013 ORDR MITCHELL Order RE: Court Approval of Stipulation and Michael J. Griffin 
Order to Submit the Appeal Upon Briefs 
311/2013 HRVC BIELEC Hearing result for Oral Argument on Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
scheduled on 03/0112013 09:30 AM: Hearing 
Vacated In Kootenai - Counsel for both parties 
shall be personally present. -
--- dicision by briefs per 1003 
FILE LEU New File Created*****#13*****CREA TED Scott Wayman 
4/5/2013 MEMO MITCHELL Memorandum Opinion Michael J. Griffin 
ORDR MITCHELL Order Re: Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
RMAN MITCHELL Remanded to Magistrate Court to Reconsider Michael J. Griffin 
QDRO 
4/8/2013 RECT HUFFMAN Receipt Of Transcript - PD obo Michael Ramsden Scott Wayman 
4/19/2013 HUFFMAN Filing: 15 - Appearing after judgment when the Scott Wayman 
party has not previously appeared Paid by: 
SUZANNA GRAHAM obo Plaintiff Receipt 
number: 0016621 Dated: 4/19/2013 Amount: 
$71.00 (Check) For: Reed, Stephanie K (plaintiff) 
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Stephanie K Reed vs. Scott Avery Reed, Mountain Health Services PC, Mountain Health Care Inc 
Date Code User Judge 
4/19/2013 AFFD HUFFMAN Affidavit Of Suzanna L Graham In Support Of Scott Wayman 
Memorandum Of Costs And Attorney's Fees 
Pursuant To IAR 40 and IAR 41 
MEMO HUFFMAN Plaintiff/Respondent's Memorandum Of Costs Scott Wayman 
And Attorney's Fees Pursuant To IAR 40 And IAR 
41 
4/25/2013 OBJT CLEVELAND Objection to Request for an Award of Attorney Scott Wayman 
Fees 
4/26/2013 VICTORIN Filing: 15 - Appearing after judgment when the Scott Wayman 
party has not previously appeared Paid by: 
Graham, Suzanna L. Receipt number: 0017659 
Dated: 4/26/2013 Amount: $71.00 (Check) For: 
Reed, Stephanie K (plaintiff) 
PETN CLEVELAND Petition for Rehearing RE: Denial of Attorney's Scott Wayman 
Fees Pursuant to IAR 41 and Costs Pursuant to 
IAR40 
BRIE CLEVELAND Brief in Support of Petition for Rehearing RE: Scott Wayman 
Denial of Attorney's Fees Pursuant to IAR 41 and 
Costs Pursuant to IAR 40 
4/29/2013 OROR HOFFMAN Order Denying Attorney Fees On Appeal Michael J. Griffin 
5/8/2013 MCCOY Filing: L4 - Appeal, Civil appeal or cross-appeal Scott Wayman 
to Supreme Court Paid by: Dan Rude Receipt 
number: 0019277 Dated: 5/8/2013 Amount: 
$109.00 (Check) For: Reed, Scott Avery 
(defendant) 
BNDC MCCOY Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 19278 Dated Scott Wayman 
5/8/2013 for 100.00) 
APSC MCCOY Appealed To The Supreme Court- Dan Rude Scott Wayman 
080 Appellant 
NOTC MCCOY Notice of Appeal Scott Wayman 
5/17/2013 RTCT MITCHELL Return Certificate - 7012 2920 0001 8385 3694 Scott Wayman 
ISC 
5/22/2013 HUFFMAN Filing: L4 - Appeal, Civil appeal or cross-appeal Scott Wayman 
to Supreme Court Paid by: Graham, Suzanna 
L. (attorney for Reed, Stephanie K) Receipt 
number: 0021985 Dated: 5/22/2013 Amount: 
$109.00 (Check) For: Reed, Stephanie K 
(plaintiff) 
BNDC HUFFMAN Bond Posted-Cash (Receipt 21986 Dated Scott Wayman 
5/22/2013 for 100.00) 
NOTC HUFFMAN Notice Of Cross-Appeal to Supreme Court - Scott Wayman 
Suzanna L Graham 
5/30/2013 RTCT CLEVELAND Return Certificate - 5/28/13 - ISC Scott Wayman 
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DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83816-1453 
(208) 667-1943 
Fax: (208) 666-0550 
I.S.B.N. 2559 
20!7 AUG 16 PH 4: 38 
ER~~RT 
0 llTY /I> 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST WDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
CASE NO. CV09-10686 
AMENDED 
SCOTT A. REED, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
RESPONSE BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION TO QUASH WRIT 
Defendant. 
--------------) 
This Brief is filed in response to the RESPONSE MEMORANDUM IN OPPOSITION TO 
DEFENDANT'S MOTION TO QUASH WRIT dated August 13, 2012. Also, since the Motion 
to Quash was filed on July 12, 2012, the Defendant tendered into the Court $10, 100.00 to satisfy the 
judgment for attorneys fees which was entered on June 8, 2012. This tender was made to the District 
Court Clerk on July 19, 2012. The Plaintiff's attorney, Mr. Ellingsen, has filed a motion seeking 
an order requiring that these funds be paid to his employer, Witherspoon Kelley. 
Part 1. EX PARTE CONTACT: 
Rule 3.5 of the Idaho Rules of Professional Conduct prohibits ex parte contact by an attorney, 
not only with a judge, juror or prospective juror, but also other "official". The District Court Clerk 
AMENDED RESPONSE BRIEF IN SUPPORT OF MOTION TO QUASH WRIT: I 
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is an "official" and the ex parte filing of the affidavit in support of the writ of execution, without 
providing a copy to the Defendant's attorney, constituted ex parte contact with the District Court 
Clerk .. 
Obviously, anything which is filed in a particular case file may be read by the Judge assigned 
to the case. Should the Court review the affidavit in support of the writ of execution or the writ in 
ruling on the Defendant's motion, the point is made. To the extent that one of the functions of this 
rule is to make sure that the opposing party knows what the other side is doing in the case, the failure 
to serve a copy of the affidavit in support of the writ of execution would be a due process violation 
in addition to an ethical violation. If the Plaintiff's attorney is correct, anything could be filed in 
a court file without providing the opposing party with a copy and this would not be a violation so 
long as the document was not specifically addressed to the judge, juror or potential juror. This 
interpretation of the ethical rules is flawed. 
Part 2. 1HE WRIT STATUTE: 
I.C.11-102 requires a writ to intelligently refer to the ''judgment" for which the writ is 
sought. The word 'judgment" is not plural. The statute does not state that the writ must intelligently 
refer to the 'judgment or judgments", but only "judgment". 
In the Idaho Digest in the topic heading of "ST A TOTES" under key number 188, dozens of 
Idaho cases are listed wherein it is stated that the language of a statute is to be given it's plain, 
obvious and rational meaning. As just an example, in State v. Parkinson, 144 Idaho 825, 172 P. 
3d 1100 (2007), the Idaho Supreme Court stated on page 827 of it's decision that " ... The language 
of a statute must be given its plain, obvious and rational meaning". The legislature did not pluralize 
the word ''judgment" in the statute and the Court can only find in the Plaintiff's favor on this point 
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by failing to give the statute it's plain, obvious and rational meaning. 
The case of Curtis v. Campbell, 103 Idaho 1035, 672, P. 2d 1035 (1983) cited by Plaintiff's 
attorney on page 3 of his Response is factually distinguishable from Dr. Reed's case. In the Curtis 
case, the writ was not issued to collect on two judgments but only one. In Curtis, the Idaho Supreme 
Court noted that no appeal had been taken and no question had been raised as to the validity or 
amount of the judgment. In Dr. Reed's case, an appeal has been taken and Dr. Reed has and is 
contesting the validity of the February 24, 2011 judgment as well as the amount. In Curtis, the 
motion to quash the writ was not made until after the execution sale. In Dr. Reed's case, he is 
asking that the Court quash the writ before any sale In Curtis, the judgment debtor failed to file 
a timely appeal from the order which was entered on June 1, 1981 which permitted him to purchase 
the mobile home from the sheriff if he did so within 30 days. At this point, the trailer had been sold 
by the sheriff. The Idaho Supreme Court held that the effect of the June l, 1981 order was the 
equivalent of an order confirming the sale and cured all irregularities in the sale. Dr. Reed has not 
failed to appeal from any order approving the sale of his stock and no sale of his stock has taken 
place. This case does not apply to the present issue to be decided by the Court. 
Part 3. RULE 69: 
During the earlier proceedings, the Defendant did not move to quash the writ of execution. 
The writ, which was under consideration at that time, was based on two judgments. One judgment 
was for the award of attorney fees. The other judgment was the February 24, 2011, judgment. 
The order which was entered on September 30, 2011, provided in the last sentence of 
paragraph numbered 4 on page 2 of the order that "Thereafter, the Sheriff of Shoshone County shall 
proceed forward with an execution upon the above referenced stock as commanded by the Writ of 
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C:\Doc:ulnda and Sellings\DID llwle\My I>oc:uments\Dcc\CIVILCASES\ReedScott\BrielQuashRepl. wpd 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1044of1249 
Execution which was issued by this Court on July 12, 2011 and in a manner consistent with any 
further Orders of the Court". (Emphasis added). 
After this order was entered, one of the judgments upon which the writ was founded was set 
aside when the order setting aside the award of attorney fees was entered on November 16, 2011. 
The amount necessary to equalize the property distribution was reduced by $2,000.00 so the amount 
set forth in the February 24, 2011 judgment was no longer the correct amount owed by the 
Defendant to the Plaintiff to equalize the property distribution. After the order was entered, Ms. 
Graham, on behalf of the Plaintiff, obtained orders pursuant to I.R.C.P.70 to appoint John Sahlin 
to sign transfer documents on behalf of the Defendant. 
In June of 2012, a new judgment for attorney's fees was entered and this was one of the 
judgments upon which the new writ was founded. The Plaintiff did not seek to continue to execute 
on the July 12, 2011, writ as was ordered in the September 30, 2011 Order discussed above. 
Instead, the Plaintiff obtained a new writ in June of 2012. While the Defendant is making some of 
the same arguments he has made before, other reasons to quash the writ are also being made and the 
facts have changed as is discussed above. 
The Plaintiff concedes that under the provisions of I.R.C.P.69, a writ of execution cannot 
be issued unless either a final judgment has been entered or a partial judgment has been entered 
which has been certified as final pursuant to the provisions of I.R.C.P.54. The fundamental 
disagreement between the Plaintiff and the Defendant is that the Plaintiff, through Mr. Ellingsen, 
claims that the February 24, 2011 judgment is the final judgment, whereas the Defendant claims that 
the June 20, 2011, Amended Decree of Divorce is the final judgment. Mr. Ellingsen has yet to 
explain why the Amended Decree of Divorce is not a final judgment and according to the definition 
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contained in Davis v. Peacock, 133 Idaho 637, 641, 991 P. 3d 362 (1999), it is the only final 
judgment which has been entered in this case. 
The Plaintiff has two attorneys in this case. Her other attorney is Ms. Graham. The February 
24, 2011, judgment did not award the Plaintiff any property nor did it require the Defendant to sign 
any documents to transfer property in his name to the Plaintiff. On May 17, 2011, an order was 
entered which required the Defendant to sign certain documents necessary to transfer certain assets 
to the Plaintiff by May 6, 2011 or within 14 days. The Defendant did not do this and the Plaintiff, 
through Ms. Graham, filed a motion on June 9, 2011, pursuant to I.R.C.P. 70, to have John Sahlin 
appointed to sign transfer documents in place of the Defendant. The motion stated that the 
Defendant had failed to comply with an order which was entered on March 30, 2011, which required 
the Defendant to sign transfer documents, but no such order exists. This must have been a typo and 
the only order which had been entered at that time which required the Defendant to sign transfer 
documents was the May 17, 2011 order discussed above. 
On April 19, 2012, Ms. Graham filed a motion seeking the entry of a QDRO and also 
requested that Mr. Sahlin be appointed to sign certain letters of instruction concerning the retirement 
accounts. Instead of relying on the May 17, 2011 order, she stated that the request was made 
pursuant the award contained in the June 20, 2011 Amended Decree of Divorce. The request was 
made pursuant to I.R.C.P.70. 
I.R.C.P. 70 states that "If a judment directs a party to execute a conveyance of land or to 
deliver deeds or other documents or to perform any other specific act and the party fails to comply 
within the time specified, the court may direct the act to be done at the cost of the disobedient party 
by some other person appointed by the court and the act when so done has like effect as if done by 
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the party." (Emphasis added). While Mr. Ellingsen must claim that the February 24, 2011 judgment 
is a final judgment for the writ to be valid, Ms. Graham has, by implication, taken the position that 
the May 17, 2011 order and the June 20, 2011 Amended Decree of Divorce are also a final 
judgments.. Otherwise, she would not be entitled to seek an order appointing Mr. Sahlin to sign 
documents on behalf of the Defendant to transfer assets under the provisions of I.R.C.P.70. 
The doctrine of judicial estoppel should be found to bar the Plaintiff from asserting through 
one of her attorneys that one judgment is a final judgment for purposes of obtaining a writ of 
execution while asserting through another attorney that another order and another judgment 
authorize the Court to enter orders pursuant to l.R.C.P. 70. "Judicial estoppel is intended to prevent 
the abuse of the judicial process by deliberate shifting of positions to suit the exigencies of a 
particular action." Heinze v. Bauer, 145 Idaho 232, 235, 178 P. 3d 597 (2008). 
In Section 107 CJS Judgments, it is stated that in the absence of a statute to the contrary, 
there can only be one final judgment in any action. A copy of this section is attached. While not 
exactly on point, in Ervin Const. Co. v. Van Orden, 125 Idaho 695, 874 P. 2d 506 (1994), the 
Idaho Supreme Court held that it was error for the trial court to enter one judgment for the builder 
and one judgment for the purchaser as the judgments were required to be offset against each other 
and only one judgment entered. Similarly, and also in a somewhat different context, the Idaho 
Supreme Court in McCandless v. Kramer, 76 Idaho 516, 519, 286 P. 2d 334 (1955) ,held that there 
can be but one award of damages for a single injury and affirmed the actions of the trial court 
reducing the judgment to a single recovery. 
The Plaintiff's argument concerning default judgments on page 5 of her Response is unclear. 
The Defendant has not taken the position that where a final default judgment is entered against all 
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defendants, a writ cannot be issued pursuant to I.R.C.P. 69. If, however, a default judgment was 
obtained against less than all of the defendants, a Rule 54 (b) certificate would be required. Perhaps 
this portion of the Plaintiff's argument will be more fully developed during oral argument. 
Part 4: SUPERSEDED JUDGMENT: 
The Defendant would incorporate the arguments set forth in Part 3 above and would respond 
further as follows 
On page 6 of the Plaintiff's Response Brief, the Plaintiff states that "The Defendant 
seemingly ignores the Orders entered by the Court on April 2, 2012, whereby the Court amended 
the February 24, 2011 Judgment for Equalization of Property Settlement and thereby reduced said 
judgment by the amount of $2,000.00". This statement is not correct. The April 2, 2012, order 
states that the equalizingjudgment amount was to be reduced by $2,000 .00 to $196,642.00, but does 
not specifically provide that this reduction was to apply to the February 24, 2011 judgment. During 
the Court's oral decision concerning this reduction, the Court did not specifically designate that this 
reduction was to apply to the February 24, 2011 judgment. (See Transcript: Motions Hearing, 
January 23, 2012, p. 25, L. 10-25, p. 26, L. 1-10). As of January 23, 2012, the only final judgment 
which existed was the Amended Final Decree of Divorce. The reduction was clearly intended to 
apply to the equalizing judgment amount set forth in the Amended Decree of Divorce and not the 
superseded and partial February 24, 2011 judgment. 
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CONCLUSION 
The Court should enter an order quashing the writ which was issued on June 1 , 012. 
DATEDthis&_dayof~Ol2. 
DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney for Defendant 
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§ 106 
must be in writing is imperative,4 as is 
such a court rule, 5 and a decision of the 
court not reduced to writing or entered on 
the minutes is not effective as a 
judgment. 8 What a judge orally declares 
is -no-judgment until it has been put in 
writing and entered as such, 7 whereas a 
judgment or order that is rendered in 
writing and signed by the trial judge 
becomes the official judgment of the court. 8 
However, in designating a writing a judg-
ment, and for purposes of appeal, it must 
be clear from the writing that the trial 
court is calling the document or docket 
sheet entry a judgment. 9 Whether a writ-
ing claimed to be a judgment is sufficient 
for that purpose depends more on ·its 
substance than its form. 10 
§ 107 One or more judgments in 
same case 
4Mo.-Young v. Young, 165 Mo. 624, 65 S.W. 
1016 (1901). 
5Ariz.-American Sur. Co. of N.Y. v. Mosher, 
48 Ariz. 552, 64 P.2d 1025 (1936). 
8Ariz.-American Sur. Co. of N.Y. v. Mosher, 
48 Ariz. 552, 64 P.2d 1025 (1936). 
7Ga.-In re Tidwell, 279 Ga. App. 734, 632 
S.E.2d 690 (2006). 
8Tex.-Capital Finance & Commerce AG v. 
Sinopec Overseas Oil & Gas, Ltd., 260 S.W.3d 67 
(Tex. App. Houston 1st Dist. 2008). 
C ORPUS JURIS SECUNDUM 
Research References 
West's Key Number Digest, Judgment e:::->203 
Except as otherwise permitted by 
statute or rule of court, there can be 
only one final judgment in any one 
action. 
In the absence of a statute to the con-
trary it is a general rule that there can be 
only one final judgment in any action,1 
and that is the one which, in effect, ends 
the suit and finally determines the rights 
of the parties with relation to the matter 
in controversy.2 In particular, there can 
only be one judgment or one final judicial 
determination upon a single cause of 
action. 3 However, in an equity case there 
can be more than one final judgment. 4 
The general rule is followed no matter 
how many counts the complaint contains,5 
and even though there be separate hear-
2Cal.-De Vally v. Kendall De Vally Operal-
ogue Co., 220 Cal. 742, 32 P.2d 638 (1934). 
Mo.-White River Development Co. v. Meco 
Systems, Inc., 837 S.W.2d 327 (Mo. Ct. App. S.D. 
1992). 
Rule inapplicable 
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AmarilJ 
'M:o.-Robertson v. Union Elec. Co., 201 
S.W.3d 85 (Mo. Ct. App. E.D. 2006). 
1
°Neb.-First National Bank North Platte v. 
One final judgment rule does not apply if party 
involved in purported judgment has such unity of 
interest with another party that its interests can-
not be finally determined until those of uninvolved 
party are finally resolved; in such case, judgment 
purported to be final as to one party is deemed no 
more than interlocutory order. 
Cal.-Millsap v. Federal Express Corp., 227 
Cal. App. 3d 425, 277 Cal. Rptr. 807 (1st Dist. 
1991). 
.. '¢: '. 1 judgm:: 
Sheets, 16 Neb. App. 35, 740 N.W.2d 613 (2007). 
[Section 107] 
1Cal.-In re Marriage of Micalizio, 199 Cal. 
App. 3d 662, 245 Cal. Rptr. 673 (4th Dist. 1988). 
Mass.-Beauvais v. Springfield Institute for 
Savings, 303 Mass. 136, 20 N.E.2d 957, 124 A.L.R. 
611 (1939). 
Neb.-Federal Land Bank of Omaha v. 
McElhose, 222 Neb. 448, 384 N.W.2d 295 (1986). 
Okla-Federal Deposit Ins. Corp. v. Tidwell, 
1991 OK 119, 820 P.2d 1338 (Okla. 1991). 
Where no separate trials 
Mo.-White River Development Co. v. Meco 
Systems, Inc., 837 S.W.2d 327 (Mo. Ct. App. S.D. 
1992). 
152 
Fla.-Breslof v. Pines of Delray North Ass'n, 
Inc., 583 So. 2d 810 (Fla. Dist. Ct. App. 4th Dist. ..l 
1991). 
Disposition based on mootness 
Mo.-Curia v. St. Louis County, 645 S.W.2d 
137 (Mo. Ct. App. E.D. 1982). 
30kla.-Oklahoma City Urban Renewal 
Authority v. City of Oklahoma City, 2005 OK 2; 
110 P.3d 550 (Okl;i. 2005), as corrected on denial of 
reh'g, (Mar. 28, 2005). 
4Ala.-Moore v. Casey, 439 So. 2d 164 (Ala. 
Civ. App. 1983). 
5Cal.-Bank of America Nat. Trust & Savings . 
Ass'n v. Superior Court of Los Angeles County, 20 . 
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JUDGMENTS 
ings on different issues, 8 or one trial and 
separate :findings on the different issues. 7 
The rule is particularly true where one 
judgment is all that is necessary to dis-
pose of the entire controversy.8 
It follows as a necessary conaequence of 
the general rule that, when a :final judg-
ment has once been entered, no second or 
different judgment may be rendered be-
- -tvveen the same parties and in the same 
suit, until the first has been vacated and 
set aside or reversed on appeal or error.' 
Where a second judgment is entered by a 
court after the first judgment has become 
Cal. 2d 697, 128 P.2d 357 (1942). 
8Ark.-Barnhart v. City of Fayetteville, 316 
Ark. 742, 875 S.W.2d 79 (1994). 
Mo.-McCreary v. Bates, 238 Mo. App. 30, 
176 S.W.2d 298 (1943). 
7Mo.-Springfield Gas & Electric Co. v . 
Fraternity Bldg. Co., 264 S.W. 429 (Mo. Ct. App. 
1924). 
8Cal.-Nicholson v. Henderson, 25 Cal. 2d 
375, 153 P.2d 945 (1944). 
'K.y.-Hammonds v. Luster's Adm'r, 259 Ky. 
383, 82 S.W.2d 500-(1935). 
· La.-Sentell v. Texas & P. Ry. Co., 146 So. 
353 (La. Ct. App. 2d Cir. 1933). 
Mass.-Noyes v. Bankers lndem. Ins. Co., 
307 Mass. 567, 30 N.E.2d 867 (1941). 
Te:x:.-Lawrence Systems, Inc. By and 
Through Douglas-Guardian Warehouse Corp. v. 
Superior Feeders, Inc., 880 S.W.2d 203 (Tex. App. 
Amarillo 1994), writ denied, (Feb. 23, 1995). 
As to the operation and effect of conflicting 
judgments, see § 751. 
Necessity of intent to vacate and replace 
By signing a second judgment, a trial court 
does not automatically vacate the first judgment, 
thus the record must show that trial court intended 
to vacate the first judgment and replace it with the 
second judgment. 
Tex.-Azbill v. Dallas County Child Protective 
Services Unit of Texas Dept. of Human and Regula-
tory Services, 860 S. W.2d 133 (Tex. App. Dallas 
1993). 
Entering reformed final judgment 
A court may reform its first judgment by 
specifically referring to a subsequent judgment as 
such where the ·record reflects the trial court's 
intention to vacate and reform its first judgment, 
and to have its second judgment replace or super-
• § 107 
:final the second judgment is void. 10 
Where for any reason recovery of some 
amount is had by both parties, the differ-
ent amounts should be set off against each 
other and but one judgment rendered for 
the balance.11 Where, however, both par-
ties have requested separate judgments 
on a counterclaim and the complaint, the 
entry of a single judgment may be 
inappropriate, u and in particular, it not 
necessarily be an error for the trial court 
to enter separate judgments upon a claim 
and a successful counterclaim. 13 
Statutes or rules of court in a number 
sede the first judgment . 
Te:x.- Home Interiors & Gifts, Inc. v. Veliz, 695 
S.W.2d 35 (Tex. App. Corpus Christi 1985), writ 
refused n.r.e., (Oct. 16, 1985). 
Exception where first judgment void on 
its face 
Tex.-Cavazos v . Hancock, 686 S.W.2d 284 
(Tex. App. Amarillo 1985). 
100kla.-Manning v. State ex rel. Dept. of 
Public Safety, 1994 OK 62, 876 P.2d 667 (Okla. 
1994). 
Void ab initio 
Ky.-Com. v. Marcum, 873 S.W.2d 207 (Ky. 
1994). . 
11Fla.-Bellochi v. Andrews, 505 So. 2d 506 
(Fla. ~t. Ct. App. 5th Dist. 1987). 
Idaho-Ervin Const. Co. v. Van Orden, 125 
Idaho 695, 874 P.2d 506 (1993). 
Mont.-Bottrell v . American Bank, 237 
Mont. 1, 773 P.2d 694, 9 U.C.C. Rep. Serv. 2d 583 
(1989). 
Complex cases 
Mo.-White River Development Co. v. Meco 
Systems, Inc., 837 S.W.2d 327 (Mo. Ct. App. S.D. 
1992). 
Effect of cross-complaint 
Cross-complaint is not considered sufficiently 
independent to allow separate final judgment to be 
entered upon it. 
Cal.-City of Hanford v. Superior Court, 208 
Cal. App. 3d 580, 256 Cal. Rptr. 274 (5th Dist. 
1989). 
12Me.-Josephson v. Burns, 577 A.2d 1 (Me. 
1990). 
13Ga.- Gold Kist, Inc. v. Williams , 17 4 Ga. 
App. 849, 332 S.E.2d 22, 411 U.C.C. Rep. Serv .. 344 
(1985). 
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§ 107 
of jurisdictions may permit departure 
from the general rule. 1" Under other 
statutes, where only part of a claim is 
controverted, or where defendant admits, 
or offers to allow judgment as to, part of 
the claim, judgment may be entered for 
such part, and subsequently another judg-
ment may be entered for the amount 
found due, if any, on further litigation. 15 
Partial final judgment. 
While partial final judgments are au-
thorized under statute, 18 unless specifi-
cally authorized, partial final judgments 
which do not grant all or part of the relief 
prayed for are not permitted. 17 
Piecemeal determinations are disfavored. 
A partial disposition of the issues in a 
lawsuit by the trial court, resulting in 
piecemeal appeals, is disfavored. 18 For 
example, in the interest of avoiding piece-
meal appeals, lower courts should delay 
entry of a final judgment pending the de-
termination of attorney-fee claims and 
later enter a single judginent determining 
all of the issues. 111 
§ 108 Several causes tried together 
14nl.-Zimmerman v. Bankers Life & Cas. Co., 
324 Ill. App. 370, 58 N.E.2d 267 (1st Dist. 1944). 
I.n interest of fairness and orderly proce-
dure 
La.-Plaquemines Parish Government v. State 
Mineral Bd., 615 So. 2d 1051 (La. Ct. App. 1st Cir. 
1993), writ denied, 617 So. 2d 934 (La. 1993). 
Single lawsuit in which separate trials or-
dered 
U.S.-Nolan v. Boeing Co., 919 F.2d 1058 (5th 
Cir. 1990). 
Discretion of court 
CoRPUS JURIS SECUNDUM· 
Research References 
West's Key Number Digest, Judgment ~202 
Where several causes are tried as 
one action, separate judgments in 
each may and should be entered. 
Where several causes are tried and 
submitted together, it is not proper to 
render a general judgment, but separate 
judgments should be entered in the sepa-
rate cases. 1 Thus, separate judgments 
should have been entered in an action 
brought by the parents individually and 
as next friends of their child to recover for 
injuries allegedly sustained by the parent 
and child in an automobile accident where 
the sum awarded on the minor's behalf 
had to be accounted for by the parents.2 
For multiple claims to exist for purposes 
of a rule which permits the entry of final 
judgment as to one or more but fewer than 
all claims or parties, the aggregate of the 
operative facts must demonstrate that 
each claim can be enforced separately.3 In 
a case with multiple claims, a partial 
judgment is not final until after the court 
properly makes an express determination 
in its judgment that there is no just rea-
N.Y.S.2d 443 (2d Dep't 1987). 
15m.-Zimmerman v. Bankers Life & Cas. Co., 
324 ID. App. 370, 58 N.E.2d 267 (1st Dist. 1944). 
16La.-Benoit v. Louisiana Water Co., 640 So. 
2d 396 (La. Ct. App. 3d Cir. 1994), writ denied, 641 
So. 2d 208 (La 1994). 
17La.-Ward v. Terineco Oil Co., 564 So. 2d 814 
(La. Ct. App. 3d Cir. 1990). 
18Neb.-State v. Carter, 236 Neb. 656, 463 
N.W.2d 332 (1990). 
11~S.D.-Midcom, Inc. v. Oehlerking, 2006 SD ' 
87, 722 N.W.2d 722 (S.D. 2006). 
[Section 108] 
1Pa.-Fisher v. Diehl, 156 Pa. Super. 476, 40 
A2d 912 (1945). 
2Fla.-Yusk v. Wright, 410 So. 2d 982 (Fla. 
Dist. Ct. App. 2d Dist. 1982). •. 
3Md.-County Com'rs for St. Mary's County :"; 
Trial court properly exercised its discretion in 
severing personal iajury action from second action 
brought by plaintiffs, and permitting entry of inter-
locutory judgment only in personal injury action, 
where court set aside jury verdict in personal injury 
action but not in second action, and thus there were 
no special circumstances which warranted immedi-
ate appellate review of second action before proceed· 
ing to trial on damages. v. Lacer, 393 Md. 415, 903 A2d 378 (2006). · 
N.Y.-Lipp v. Saks, 129 A.D.2d 681, 514 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff /Respondent, 
VS. 
SCOTT A. REED, 
Defendant/Appellant. 
CASE NO. CV-09-10686 
NOTICE OF LODGING OF 
TRANSCRIPT 
Motions Hearing 
TO: THE PARTIES ABOVE NAMED OR THEIR ATTORNEYS: 
YOU ARE HEREBY NOTIFIED PURSUANT TO IRCP 83(0) that the 
transcript previous l y ordered in the Notice of Appeal that was 
filed on July 17, 2012, in above entitled matter has been lodged 
with the Clerk of the District Court, Magistrate Division of 
Kootenai County, State of Idaho. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that you have twenty-one (21) days 
from the date of this Order to secure your copy of the transcript 
from the Clerk of the District Court, Civil Division, and to file 
any objections to the content thereof. 
DATED this 3D day of August, 2012. 
CLIFFORD T. HAYES, 
CLERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT 
r 
. 0 BY~cbrk-~4« 
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I hereby certify that on the ~ day of August, 2012, I sent 
copies of the foregoing Order, via fax, to: 
Mark Ellingsen 
Attorney at Law 
Fax No. 667-847~ ~ 
Dan Rude 
Attorney at Law 
Fax No. 666-055~\ 
Honorable Michael Griff in 
Appellate Judge 
Fax No. (208) 983-2376 r">J ~'? 
CLIFFORD T. HAYES 
CLERK OF THE DISTRICT COURT 
~fJrifii-~W 
Suzanna Graham 
Attorney at Law 
Fax No. 665-7079~'?!) 
Michael Ramsden 
Attorney at Law 
Fax No. 664-588~,.;; J.... 
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2 Mark A. Ellingsen, ISB No. 4720 
3 WITHERSPOON KELLEY 
The Spokesman Review Building 
4 608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
5 Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-2146 Telephone: (208) 667-4000 
6 Facsimile: (208) 667-8470 
·Email: mae@wiiherspoonkelley.com 
7 
STATE Of IOAOHOOTEUA.,}ss COUNTY OF K "" 
FILED: 
2017 SEP -It AH II: 16 
CLERK DISTRlCT COURT 
~srs&A~~ 
OEPUTY \VJ 
8 IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
9 OF THE STATE OF IDAHO IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
10 
STEPHANIE M. REED, Case No. CV-2009-10686 
11 
12 
Plaintiff, 
13 v. 
SATISFACTION OF ORDER AND 
JUDGMENT REGARDING AW ARD OF 
ATTORNEY'S FEES 
14 SCOTT A. REED, 
15 Defendant. 
16 
11 COMES NOW the Kootenai County Clerk of District Court and pursuant to I.R.C.P 
18 58(b), does hereby give notice that the Order and Judgment Regarding Award of Attorney's Fee 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
against Defendant Scott A. Reed filed with the Court on June 8, 2012 has been satisfied in full. 
DATED this L\ day of September, 2012. 
CLIFFORD T. HA YES, Kootenai County 
Clerk of District Court 
SATISFACTION OF ORDER AND JUDGMENT 
REGARDING AW ARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES-PAGE I 
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2 
3 
4 
5 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, the undersigned, certify that on the~ day of September, 2012, I caused a true and 
correct copy of the SATISFACTION OF ORDER AND JUDGMENT REGARDING AW ARD 
OF ATTORNEY'S FEES to be forwarded, with all required charges prepaid, by the method(s) 
6 indicated below, to the following person(s): 
7 
8 
9 
10 
ll 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
Suzanna L. Graham 
Suzanna L. Graham, P .C. 
302 East Linden A venue, Suite 103 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
DanJ. Rude 
Attorney at Law 
110 Wallace A venue 
P.O. Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816-1453 
Michael E. Ramsden 
Ramsden & Lyon, LLP 
700 Northwest Boulevard 
P.O. Box 1336 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816-1336 
Mark A. Ellingsen 
Witherspoon Kelley 
The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
D U.S.Mail ~ 
D Hand Delivered <P-_t 
D Overnight Mail 
~ Via Fax: (208) 665-7079 
D U.S.Mail 
D Hand Delivered ~~ _ D Overnight Mail v Y 
~ Via Fax: (208) 666-0550 
D U.S.Mail "\ 
D Hand Delivered '< ~.S­
D Overnight Mail 
~ Via Fax: (208) 664-5884 
D U.S. Mail ~~ 
D Hand Delivered l,,. 
D Overnight Mail 
~ Via Fax: (208) 667-8470 
CLIFFORD T. HA YES, Kootenai County 
Clerk of District Court 
SATISFACTION OF ORDER AND JUDGMENT 
REGARDING AWARD OF ATTORNEY'S FEES-PAGE 2 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
Mark A. Ellingsen, ISB No. 4720 
WITHERSPOON KELLEY 
Attorneys & Counselors 
The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-2146 
Telephone: (208) 667-4000 
Facsimile: (208) 667;.;8470 
Email: mae@witherspoonkelley.com 
Cocounsel for Stephanie M Reed 
S'TA TE OF ID ~OHOOTE'.u. l} SS 
·COUt4TY Of' K '"' 
Ft LEO: 
1812 SEP -It AM n: 16 
CLERK DISTR1CT COURT 
~~~~ 
DEPUTY "E;"" fVV 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST mDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
v. 
SCOTT AVERY REED, 
Defendant. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: SS. 
County of Kootenai ) 
No. CV 2009-10686 
AFFIDAVIT/APPLICATION IN 
SUPPORT OF ISSUANCE OF WRIT OF 
EXECUTION: AMOUNTS DUE AND 
OWING ON mDGMENTS, PLUS 
INTEREST DUE, ATTORNEY FEES 
AND COSTS 
MARK A. ELLINGSEN, being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
1. I am a member of the firm of Witherspoon Kelley and am the attorney of recor 
for the above-named Plaintiff in the above-entitled matter. 
2. The Judgment for Equalization for Property Settlement was entered in favor of th 
Plaintiff in the above-entitled action on or about February 24, 2011, in the amount o 
25 $198,642.00, with said judgment stating that: "Interest shall accrue beginning January 29, 2011 
26 on said JUDGMENT at the maximum statutory rate allowed by law (5.375%) until paid in full." 
27 3. The Judgment for Equalization for Property Settlement was amended pursuant t 
28 a Court order entered on April 2, 2012 thereby effectively amending the Judgment fo 
AFFIDAVIT/APPLICATION IN SUPPORT OF ISSUANCE OF WRIT OF EXECUTION: APV~T~ I L 
AND OWING ON JUDGMENTS, PLUS INTEREST DUE, ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTVJ\Q l\J I I '\I 
K:lwdocs\cdamain\7377"1\000l\COOS3116.DOC 
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11 
Equalization for Property Settlement to reflect a total judgment due and owing in the amount o 
2 $196,642.00. 
3 3. That pursuant to Rule 69 of the Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure, I have calculate 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
the interest due on the Judgment entered in this action on February 24, 2011, based on a base rat 
determined by the Idaho State Treasurer, which is 5.375%, commencing January 29, 2011 
through and including September 4, 2012 which calculates out to be $28.9575 per diem. 
4. That the calculated interest accrued on the Judgment for Equalization for Prope 
Settlement entered in this action is at the rate of accruing interest of 5.375% per ann 
($28.9575 per diem) from January 29, 2011 through September 4, 2012 (584 days x $28.957 
per diem) is $16,911.18. 
5. That execution costs to date in the sum of $2.00 are due and owing from th 
Defendant to the Plaintiff. 
6. To date, the Defendant has not made any payments on the above reference 
13 judgments. 
14 7. That based upon the foregoing, the total principal amount of the above reference 
15 judgments remaining unsatisfied, plus accumulated interest through September 4, 2012, equal 
the sum of sum of$213,555.18. 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
Wherefore, the undersigned counsel for the above-named Plaintiff does hereby reques 
that a Writ of Execution be issued directing the Sheriff of Shoshone County to execute upon th 
personal property of the Defendant, or if insufficient personal property cannot be found, then ou 
of the real property belonging to the Defendant in order to satisfy the above noted judgments. 
DATED this~ day of September, 2012. 
WITHERSPOON, KELLEY 
QA""'"'"''" : W'A SUB~~~~"-~ORN TO before me this :L.:_ day of September, 2012. 
'*··· ··~\ i8/~0TAR l'\~'i . · 5*: ....:>0<:.:11- :•! 
~ \ Puot.\C / § ~ . . ;: 
~ .n··. ..·""' ~ ~ U'lo.• •,'!;,.V § ~'"If ..... ···r;-,..v ~ 
"'''''""ii Q,; \~~'''''" y commission expires: 02/27/2015 lllmuu••· 
AFFIDAVIT/APPLICATION IN SUPPORT OF ISSUANCE OF WRIT OF EXECUTION: AMOUNTS DUE 
AND OWING ON ruDGMENTS, PLUS INTEREST DUE, ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS-PAGE 2 
K:~~~'1r.~=1~~~~!~ery Reed Docket No. 41013 1059of12 9 
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FILED: 
2 Mark A. Ellingsen, ISB No. 4720 
3 
WITHERSPOON KELLEY 
Attorneys & Counselors 
2012 SEP -It AH U: 20 
CLERK DISTRICT COURl 4 The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
5 Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-2146 ('~~ 
o"ffiiTY \\!' 6 Telephone: (208) 667-4000 Facsimile: (208) 667-8470 
1 E-mail: mae@witherspoonkelley.com 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
Co-counsel for Stephanie M Reed 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, No. CV 2009-10686 
Plaintiff, WRIT OF EXECUTION 
v. 
SCOTT A VERY REED, 
Defendant. 
18 TO: THE SHERIFF OF SHOSHONE COUNTY 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
WHEREAS, on February 24, 2011, Stephanie M. Reed recovered a judgment in the 
above-entitled action against Defendant Scott Avery Reed in the First Judicial District Court, of 
the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Kootenai. 
$196,642.00 February 24, 2011 Judgment for Equalization of Property 
Settlement Amount/Order of Motions 
$ 16,911.18 
$ 2.00 
$213,555.87 
$213,555.18 
Interest calculated at 5.375% on the principal balance of $28.9575 
per diem from January 29, 2011 (per the Judgment) through 
Se tember 4, 2012 584 days 
TOTAL 
21 Together with interest accruing thereon at the rate of 5.375% per annum on the principal 
28 balance of$196,462.00, with a per diem of$28.9575, hereafter, together with sheriff's costs and 
fees. 
WRIT OF EXECUTION AND CONTINUING GARNISHMENT-PAGE I ORIG\NAL 
K:\wdocs\cdamain\73777\000J\C0053091.DOC 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
NOW YOU, the said Sheriff, are hereby required to make the said sums due on said 
Judgments, and costs, interest and accruing costs thereon, from the date thereof, plus accruing 
costs and Sheriffs fees out of the personal property of said Defendant, or if sufficient personal 
property of said Defendant cannot be found, then out of the real property belonging to the 
Defendant, and make return of this Writ, within sixty (60) days. 
ATTEST my hand and seal of said Court this _1_ day of September, 2012. 
CLIFFORD T. HA YES, Kootenai County 
Clerk of District Court 
WRIT OF EXECUTION AND CONTINUING GARNISHMENT-PAGE 2 
'§\==~7We~J~~38ft1~ry Reed Docket No. 41013 1061 of12 
DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83816-1453 
(208) 667-1943 
Fax: (208) 666-0550 
I.S.B.N. 2559 
!Aft OF IDAHO • 
OUNTY Of KOOTENAif SS 
ILED: 
2012 SEP 12 PH 2: 35 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
CASE NO. CV09-l 0686 
SCOTT A. REED, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION 
AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS 
Defendant. 
--------------) 
COMES NOW, the above named Defendant, by and through his attorney of record, and 
moves the Court for it's order reconsidering it's decision to appoint John Sahlin to sign two deeds 
associated with the real property awarded to the Plaintiff as was ordered by the Court during the 
hearing on August 30, 2012. This motion is made and based upon the following grounds and 
reasons: 
During the hearing, the Defendant's attorney presented argument that the deeds were 
unnecessary because the June 20, 2011, Amended Final Decree of Divorce was effective to transfer 
the real property to the Plaintiff. It was further argued that all the Plaintiff needed to do was record 
the June 20, 2011, Amended Final Decree of Divorce. The Court and opposing counsel were 
provided with a copy Chavez v. Barros, 146 Idaho 212, 192 P. 3d 1036 (2008), wherein the Idaho 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS: I 
C:IDoc:wneats and Scttinas\Dan Rude\My Documents\Documents\CIVILCASES\RcodScott\MotReonSenc.wpd 
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Supreme Court, at pages 219 and 220, held that the decree itself effected the conveyance of the 
parties' real property to Mr. Barrus and operated to vest title in his name. 
During the August 30, 2012 hearing, the Court asked the Plaintiff's attorney if the Amended 
Decree of Divorce had been recorded and she replied that her client had recorded the Amended 
Decree of Divorce, The Court then asked the Plaintiff's attorney if this had been brought to the 
attention of the assessor's office and Ms. Graham replied that it had. Over a hearsay objection, she 
further stated that the assessor's office had advised someone that recording the Amended Decree of 
Divorce was not sufficient to allow the Plaintiff to get the homestead exemption. Based on these 
unsworn hearsay statements from the Plaintiff's attorney, the Court found that the deeds were 
necessary to accomplish the conveyance. 
On September 6, 2012, the Defendant obtained a Preliminary Title Commitment with respect 
to the Greenview Terrace Property awarded to the Plaintiff. The relevant pages of this Commitment 
are attached. These pages show that the June 20, 2011, Amended Final Decree of Divorce was 
never recorded in Shoshone County as was represented by the Plaintiff's attorney. The Defendant 
has also spoken with persons who work at the Shoshone County Assessor's Office and has been 
advised that they routinely recognize court orders as effective to transfer title to real property. The 
claim that the deeds were necessary to allow the Plaintiff to get the homestead exemption, therefore, 
appears to be false. 
Because the Court relied on these hearsay statements to make it's ruling, the ruling should 
be reversed since it appears that the Plaintiff's attorney was misinformed and, therefore, misinformed 
the Court as to the actual facts upon which the Court based its ruling. This motion for 
reconsideration is made pursuant to the provisions of I.R.C.P.ll(a) (2) (B). Pursuant to the 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS: 2 
C:~ and Setlinp\Oan Rude\My DocumenalDocuments\CIVILCASES\lleedScott~Sane.wpd 
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provisions ofl.C.12-121 and such other authorities as may be addressed at hearing, the Defendant 
further requests an award of attorney fees incurred in bringing this motion as well as any costs 
incurred in bringing this motion. Such costs would include $150.00 for the cost of the Preliminary 
Title Commitment, and other costs as may be established by an appropriate cost bill. Such costs 
would also include the costs associated with securing the attendance of witnesses to establish that 
the Amended Decree of Divorce was not recorded in Shoshone County, to establish that the 
recording of the Amended Decree of Divorce would have operated as a conveyance and to establish 
that the assessor's office would have recognized it as such for purposes of the homestead exemption 
in the event the Plaintiff's attorney does not voluntarily correct the record. 
Oral argument and testimony is respectfully requested. 
DATED this .a_ day of ~-1'~12. ,,~···/_,.·· 
~/ 
DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney for Defendant 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS: 3 
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I hereby ~fy tbai on the }2 
day of µN:lv , 2012, 
true and correct copies of 
the foregoing were: 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
[\ ~ "°d delivered, to: 
[ ;raxed via 665-7079 to: 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 East Linden A venue, Suite 103 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83814 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: l LJ28nd delivered, to: 
l)f raxed via 667-8470 to: 
MARK ELLINGSEN 
WITHERSPOON KELLY 
Attorneys at Law 
The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, 83814 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
{ ~d delivered to: )><q taxed, via 664-5884 to: 
MICHAEL RAMSDEN 
RAMSDEN & LYONS, LLP 
P.O. Box 1336 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83816-1336 
DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney for Defendant 
MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS: 4 
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Customer Reference No. 
File No. 159212 
MVFP 
TITl.! 8; ESCROW COAP, 
412 Cedar St Wallace, ID 83873 
(208) 752~1167 Fax: (208) 752-3461 
PRELIM ARY TITLE COMMITMENT ATTACHED 
Date: File No.: 159212 
Property: 210 G eenview Terrace, Pinehurst. ID 83850 
Buyer/Borrower: 
To Be Determined 
Seller: 
Scott A. Reed and Stephanie . Reed 
l 07 Kellogg Ave. 
Kellogg, ID 83837 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Re d Docket No. 41013 
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12 10:05 20868 
Customer Reference No. 
File No. 159212 
Order No.: 159212 
MVFP 
• 
SCHEDULE A 
1. Effective date: Angus 20, 2012 at 7:30 A.M 
2. Policy or Policies to b issued: 
(a) ALTA Owner's 
(6-17-06) 
Proposed Insured: 
To Be Determined 
licy D Standard Coverage D Extended Coverage 
Amount: 
Premium:· $0.00 
(b) ALTA Loan Po ·cy D Standard Coverage D Extended Coverage 
(6-17-06) 
Amount: 
Premium: $0.00 
Endorsements: 
Proposed Insured: 
PAGE 07/14 
3. FEE SIMPLE inter in the Land described in this Commitment is owned, at the Commitment 
Date, by: 
Scott A. Reed and St phanie K. Reed, husband and wife 
4. The Land referred to i this Commitment is described as follows: 
Lots 42, 43 and 44, F invay Heights First Addition, Pinehurst, Shoshone County, State of 
Idaho, according to e official and recorded plat thereof. 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Re d Docket No. 41013 1067of1249 
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Customer Reference No. 
File No. 159212 
MVFP PAGE 09/ 14 
Note No. 1 : Taxe , including any assessments collected therewith, for the year shown below 
are paid: 
Amount: $408.08 
Year: 2011 
Parcel No.: 0015 0000420 
Taxes as paid incl de the following exemptions: none 
Note No. 2: Taxe , including any assessments collected therewith, for the year shown below 
are paid: 
Amount: $1,970.1 
Year: 2011 
Parcel No.: GOlS 0000430 
Taxes as paid incl de the following exemptions: homeowners 
Note No. 3: Taxc , including any assessments collected therewith, for the year shown below 
are paid: 
Amount: $422.96 
Year: 2011 
Taxes as paid incl de the following exemptions: none 
Note No. 4: The d or part of the land described herein may lie within a federal 
(CERCLA)." If you have any question about remediation sites you should 
dle Health District whose telephone number is 208-783-0707 
event this transaction fails to close and this commitment is cancelled a fee 
will be charged mplying with the state insurance code. 
Note No. 6: Acco ding to the available County Assessor's Office records, the purported 
address of said 1 d is: 
210 Greenview T rrace, Pinehurst. ID 83850 
Note No. 7: To istyou with RESPA compliance, be advised that the agent/underwriter 
split associated w th the policy(ies) to be issued are as follows: 
As to any Own policy of title insurance proposed in Schedule A: 
Agent $0.00 Un rwriter $0.00 
As to any Lender policy of title insurance proposed in Schedule A: 
Agent $0.00 Un iter$0.00 
As to any Enders ments proposed in Schedule A: 
Agent Underwri er 
Copies of our privac policies are available upon request. Please contact your title officer. 
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Customer Reference No. 
File No. 159212 
MVl'"I'"' 
• 
SCHEDULE B - SECTION ll 
EXCEPTIONS 
Any policy we issue wil have the following exceptions unless they are taken care of to our 
satisfaction. 
l. Rights or claims of p ·es in possession not shown by the public records. 
2. Any encroachment, e cumbrance, violation, variation, or adverse circumstance affecting 
the Title that would disclosed by an accurate and complete land survey of the Land. 
3. Easements, or claims f easements, not shown by the public records. 
4. Any lien, or right to a ien, for services, labor, or material heretofore or hereafter 
furnished, imposed law and not shown by the public records. 
5. (a) Unpatented minin claims; (b) reservations or exceptions in patents or in Acts 
authorizing the issuan e thereof; ( c) water rights or easements appurtenant to water 
rights, claims or title t water, whether or not the matters excepted under (a), (b), or (c) 
are shown by the publ c records. 
6. Taxes or special asses ments which are not shown as existing liens by the public records 
of any taxing authori that levies truces or assessments on real property or by the public 
records. Proceedings y a public agency which may result in taxes or assessments, or 
notices of such proc ings, whether or not shown by the records of such agency or by 
the public records. 
7. Taxes, including any sessments collected therewith> for the year 2012 which are a lien 
not yet due and payab e. 
8. Special assessments, i any, for the City of Pinehurst No delinquencies appear of 
record. 
9. Liens, levies and asse ents of the Pinehurst Water. 
10. Liens, levies and asse ments of the South Fork Coeur d'Alene River Sewer District. 
11. An easement for the p rpose shown below and rights incidental thereto as set forth in a 
document: 
Granted To: Bunker ·11 and Sullivan Mining and Concentrating Company! etal 
Purpose: Mjning Pu 
Book 70, Page 17 4 
12. An easement for the p rpose shown below and rights incidental thereto as set forth in a 
document: 
Granted To: Bunker HI and Sullivan Mining and Concentrating Company, eta.I 
Purpose: Mining Op ations 
Book 68, Deeds> Pag 345 
13. An easement for the p rpose shown below and rights incidental thereto as set forth in a 
document: 
Granted To: Rocky ountain Bell Telephone Company 
Pwpose; Telephone I nes 
Book 45~ Deeds, Pag 129 
14. An easement for the p ose shown below and rights incidental thereto s.s set forth in 
document: 
Granted To: Washin on Water Power Company 
Purpose: Public Utili s 
Book: 24, Deeds, Pag : 209 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Re d Docket No. 41013 
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15. An easement for the p ose shown below and rights incidental thereto as set forth in 
document: 
Granted To: Washin n Water Power Company 
Purpose: Public Utili 
Instrument No.: 1749 0 
16. Covenants, condition and restrictions, but omitting any covenant or restriction based on 
race, color, religion, s x, sexual orientation, disability, handicap, familial status, marital 
status, ancestry, nati al origin or source of income, as set forth in applicable state or 
federal laws, except t the extent that said covenant or restriction is pemiitted by 
applicable law. 
Recorded: August 14 
Instrument No.: 212 
17. An easement for the rpose shown below and rights incident.al thereto as reserved in a 
document: 
Purpose: Reserving e right for golf club and course purposes only, the right for its 
members and/or gues to enter into and upon and retrieving the golf balls and/or for any 
other purpose reason ly connected with the conducting of a golf course and playing 
thereon and in makin this reservation, it is upon the express covenant that second 
parties and the succes rs will not obstruct or interfere in any manner with such 
reasonable ingress an egress. 
Recorded: December 28, 1944 
Book 77, Deeds, P 3 84 
18. A Deed of Trust to s ure an indebtedness in the amount shown below. 
Amount: $149,900.0 
Trustor/Grantor: Sc A. Reed and Stephanie K. Reed, husband and wife 
Trustee: First Americ n Title 
Beneficiary: GMAC ortgage Corporation 
Dated: July 21, 2003 
Recorded: August 1, 003 
Instrument No.: 4113 3 
19. A Deed of Trust to se ure an indebtedness in the amount shown below. 
Amount: $168,000.0 
Trustor/Grantor: Seo A. Reed and Stephanie K. Reed, husband and wife 
Trustee: Fidelity Nati nal Title Iosurance Company 
Beneficiary: Coun ide Bank, FSB 
Dated: August 23, 20 7 
Recorded: August 29 2007 
Instrument No.: 4:400 6 
20. A Judgment for the 
Debtor: Scott A very 
Creditor: Stephanie 
Date Entered: Febru 
Court: District 
Case No: CV-09-1 
Amount: $198,642.0 
Recorded: March 8, 
Instrument: 461 721 
ount stated below and any other amounts due: 
eed 
.Reed 
22, 2011 
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21 . A Judgment for the 
Debtor. Scott Avery 
Creditor: Stephanie 
Date Entered: Febru 
Court: District 
ount stated below and any other amounts due: 
eed 
.Reed 
Case No: CV-09-106 6 
Amount: $10,000.00 
Recorded: March 8, 
Instrument: 461722 
22,2011 
22. A writ of execution le ied upon the interest of the judgment debtor in the court case 
shown below: 
Debtor: Scott A very eed 
Creditor: Stephanie Reed 
Date entered: June 13 2012 
Court: District 
Case No.: CV 2009-1 686 
Amount: 221,187.86 
Recorded: July 13, 2 12 
InstrumentNo.: 4682 3 
Satisfaction of order djudgment regarding award of attorney's fees recorded 
September 5, 2012 as nstrurnent No. 468921. 
23. All minerals in or und r said land including but not limited to metals, oil, gas, coal, stone 
and mineral rights, mi ing rights and easement rights or other matters relating thereto, 
whether expressed or mplied. 
END OF SCBEI>ULE B 
t"'Al.:lt:. J. L.I .L q. 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery R d Docket No. 41013 1071 of 1249 
I I II I I I I 
FROM :Suzanna L. Graham FAX NO. :2086657079 g. 29 2012 03:36PM P2 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 E. Linden Avenue, Suite 103 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814 
Telephone: (208) 667-4101 
Fax: (208) 665-7079 
ISB: 4584 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
~Off) \~ Ft.ED: CJ J«X>1'EW4 J 
2012 SEP 2 I AH 8: It I 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OP TI-IE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SCOIT A VERY REED, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CV-09-l 0686 
ORDERFORENFORCEMENf OF 
ORDER FOR SIGNOR TO EXECUTE 
ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS ON 
DEFENDANT'S BEHALF AND 
DENYING MOTION FOR AlTORNEY'S 
FEES A ND COSTS 
IBIS MA TIER came on for hearing upon various motions filed by the parties on 
the 20th day of August, 2012, at 3;00 o'clock p.m. before the Honorable Scott L. Wayman, 
District Court Ma.gistrate. 
The Plaintifl: STEPHANffi M. RRHD, was not present but was represented by 
Attorneys of Record, Suzanna L. Graham and Marie A. Ellingsen. The Defendant, SCOTT 
A VERY REED, wa~ not present but was represented by his Attorney of Record, Dan J. 
ORDER FOR ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER AND FOR SIGNOR 
TO EXECUTE ADDmONAL DOCUMENTS ON BEHALF OF DEFENDAN1' AND 
DENYING MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS - I 
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Rude. Attorney for Mountain Healthcare, MICHAEL RAMSDEN, was also present as was 
Attorney John Sahlin, appointed by the Court to sign various documents on behalf of 
Defendant in the above-captioned case. 
The Court, having heard argumenl of counsel SUZANNA L. GRAHAM as to 
Plaintiffs Motion for Enforcement of Order and Motion for Signor to Execute Additional 
Documents on Defendant's BehalfEmd For Attorney's Fees, having reviewed the pleadings 
and filing.CJ herein, being fuUy advised in the premises and good cause appearing, 
IT IS HEREBY ORDERED that Plaintitl''s Motion as to the enforcement of the 
Order and for Signor to Execute Additional Documents on Defendant's Behalf, is hereby 
GRANTED and JOHN SAHLIN, the Court-appointed signor, shall hereby execute the 
exhibits attached to Plaintiffs Motion before the Court as follows: 
A) The original Letter of Instruction to T. Rowe Price, a copy of which was attached 
to said Motion as Exhibit 1. 
B) The original Letter of Instruction to Morgan Stanley Smith Barney, a copy of 
which was attached to said Motion as Exhibit 2. 
IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that John Sahlin, pursuant to the Order 
On Motions entered by this Court on April 2, 2012, shall sign the original Quitclaim Deed, 
a copy of which was attached to Plainti.l:Ts Motion as Exhibit 3 with said document to be 
signed on the record in open Court pursuant to said Motion. 
IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that John Sahlin shaH sign the original 
IRA Distribution Fonn General Instructions for Morgan Stanley/Smith Barney, a copy of 
OR.DER Jl'OR li:NFORCRMENT OF ORDER AND FOR SIGNOR 
TO EXECUTE ADDITIONAL DOCUMF..NTS ON BEHALF 01" DEFENDANT AND 
DENYING MOTTON FO.R ATTORNEY'S FF.ES AND COSTS • 2 
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which was attached to Plaintiffs motion as Exhibit 4 with said document to be signed on 
the record in open Court. 
IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that Plaintiff's Motion for Attorney's 
HON. SCOIT . WAYMAN 
District Court Magistrate 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the ~L day of ~ =-£ ~~··-' 2012. a true and correct copy of 
the foregoing instrument was faxed to each of the foUOillg interested parties: 
Suzanna L. Graham 
Attorney nt Law 
302 E. Linden Avenue, #103 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83 8 J 4 
Fax - 665-7079 
Dan J. Rude 
Attorney at Law 
PO Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816-1453 
Jiax: 666-0550 
Mark A. Ellingsen ~ 
Witherspoon Kelley ~J 
608 Northwest Blvd., Ste. 300 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
Fax: 667-8470 
Michael Ramsden &:-~ 
700 Northwest Blvd. V 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
Fax: 664-5884 
ORDER FOR ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER AND FOR SIGNOR 
TO EXECUTE ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS ON BEHALF OF DEFENDANT AND 
DENYING MOTJON FOR A TTORNEV'S FEES AND COSTS - 3 
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John Sahlin 
Attorney at Law ~ °'-5-.. 
PO Box 194 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816 
Fax: 208-667-9639 
CLIFFORD T. HA YES, 
DISTRICT COURT MAarc1WD 
ORDER FOR ENFORCF.MENT OF ORDER AND FOR SIGNOlt 
TO EXECUTE ADDITIONAL DOCUMEN1'S ON BEHALF OF JJE.FENDANT AND 
DENYING MOTION FOR ATTORNEY'S FEF.S AND COSTS • 4 
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rROM :5~zanna L. Graham 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 E. Linden Avenue, Suite 103 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814 
Telephone: (208) 667-410_1 
Fix: {208) 665~ 7079 . 
JSB: 4584 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
FAX NO. :2086657079 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT O~F THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY Of' KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
scorr A VERY REED, 
Defendant. 
Case No. CV ... 09.10686 
SUPPLEMENT AL ORDER FOR 
ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER AND FOR 
SIGNOR TO EXECUTE ADDITIONAL 
DOCUMENTS ON DEFENDANT'S 
BEHALF AND DENYING MOTION FOR 
ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS 
TI-TIS MA ITER came on for hearing upon Plaintiff's Supplemental Motion for 
Enforcement of Order and Motion for Signor to Execute Additional Docwnents on 
Defendant's Behalf and For Attorney's Fees and Costs on the 30th day of August, 2012, at 
10:30 o'clock a.m. before the Honorable Scott L. Wayman, District Court Magistrate. 
The Plaintiff, STEPHANIE M. REED, was not present but was represented by 
Attorneys of Record, Suzanna L. Graham and Mark A. Ellingsen. The Defendant, SCOTI 
SUPPLEMltNTA.l, ORDER FOR ENFORCEMENT 0 ... ORDER AND FOR SIGNOR 
TO EXECUTF. ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS ON BlUfALF OF DEFENDANT AND 
DENYING MOTTON FOR ATrORNEV'S FE~S AND COSTS - J 
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AVERY REED, was present and wa.~ represented by his Attorney of Record, Dan J. Rude. 
Attomey for Mountain Healthcare, MICHAEL RAMSDEN, was also present as was 
Attomey John Sahlin, appointed by the Court: to sign various documents on behalf of 
Defendant in th~ ab~lV~-caption~d case. 
The Court, having heard argument of counsel. having reviewed the pleadings and 
filings herein, being fully advised in the premises and good cause itppearing, 
TT IS HEREBY ORDER.ED that Plaintiffs Motion as to the enforcement of the 
Order and for Signor to Execute Additional Documents on Defendant's Behalf is hereby 
GRANTED and JOHN SAHTJN, the Court-appointed signor, shall hereby execute the 
lbllowing additional documents: 
A) The original of the Quitclaim Deed a.ttached to said Motion as Exhibit S. 
B) The originaJ of the Quitclaim Deed attached to said Motion a~ Exhibit 6. 
IT IS HEREBY FURTHER ORDERED that Plainti1:l''s Motion for Attorney's 
Fees and Costs is hereby DENIED. 
DATED this J.j_ day of >pt"~ , 20 J 2. 
Hfs~~N 
District Court Magisll'ate 
SUPPLEMENTAL ORDER FOR ENFORCEMENT OF ORDER AND FOR SIGNOR 
TO EXECUTJl: ADDITIONAL DOCUMENTS ON BRHALF OF DEFENDANT AND 
DENYING MOTION FON ATTORNEY'S FEES AND COSTS - 2 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERYICU 
I hereby certify U1at on the~ day of September, 2012. a true and correct copy of the 
foregoing instrument was faxed to each of the following interested parties: 
Suzanna T '· Graham <ta / 
Attorney at Law 
302-E. Linden Avert tie, # 103 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
Fax - 665-7079 
DanJ. Rude 
Attorney al J ,aw ~() ~ 
PO Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816-1453 
Pax: 666-0550 
Mark A. Ellingsen ~(:)J 
Witherspoon Kelley 
608 Northwest Dlvd., Ste. 300 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
Fax: 667-8470 
Michael Ramsden ~\Jt. 700 Northwest Blvd. 'J 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
Fax: 664-5884 
John Sahlin 
Attorney at Law 
PO Box 194 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83 816 
Fax: 208-667-9639 
CLIFFORD T. HA YES, 
DISTRICT COURT MAGI 
SUPPLEMENTAL ORl>F.R FOR ltN.FORCF,MENT OF ORDER AND J:t~OR SIGNOlt 
1·0 EXRClYfE ADDmONAL DOCUMENTS o~ BEHALF OF DEFENDANT AND 
DENYING MOTION FOR AlTORNEV'S PEES AND COSTS - 3 
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SUZANNA L GRAHAM, P.C. 
302 E. Linden Avenue, Suite 103 
Coeur d'Alene. Idaho 83814 
Telephone: (208)667-4101 
Fax:(l08)66S-7079 
JSB: 4S84 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
mg~}SS 
FlfO: \Jl~ 
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JN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FJRS1' JUDlCIAL 01STR1CT OF THE 
STA TE OF IDAHO. IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANTE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
SCOTT AVERY REED, 
Defendant. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
: SS. 
County of Kootenai ) 
Ca.i;e No. CV-09· 10686 
Aff!DAVITOJ'SUZANNA L.GRABAM 
TO CORRECT THE RE(;"ORD RE: 
Counsel erroneously advised the Court the 
Ameaded Decree of Divorce was rded. 
(SROSBON.E COUNTY). 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM. being first duly sworn, deposes and says: 
J. I am the Attorney of Record for Plaintiff in the above-captioned matter. I have 
penonal knowledge of the matters set forth herein and am otherwise competent to testify thereto. 
AFJ'JDA vrr OF SUZANNA L. GRAHAM TO CORRECT THE 'RECORD RE: Counsel 
erroneon•ly advised the Court die Amended Decree of Divorce was (decl. (SHOSHONE 
~edvsScottAveryReed DocketNo.41013 1079of1249 
J 
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2. That a hearing was held o.o August JO, 2012 related to the Plaintitr s Motion for 
Entry of Quit Claim J>eed's due to the disobedient partjes (Dr. Reed's) failure to sign quit claim. 
deeds and to provide for Attorney John Sahlin to sign the same. 
3. Counsel. for the Plaintiff erroneously tctated that the AMMENDED DECREE OF 
DIVORCE had been filed. This was not intentional as it was counsels believe that it had been 
filed in both Kootenai and Shoshone County, upon Defendant's Counsel showing the title report 
it was not recorded in Shoshone County per record. 
4. The AMENDED DECREE OF DIVORCE has been filed in Kootenai Couniy, State of 
Idaho. 
S. The AMENDED DECREE OI• DIVORCE was NOT filed in Shoshone County,. State 
of!daho. 
6. On April 6, 2011~ I was told that the 73 pages of transcript of the Judge's Dec;ision 
was NOT specific enough to transfer the title to the real propeny via the tran.c;cript. The 
transcript was NOT filed at that time as the cost per Jerry (Gary??) White would have been 
approximately $400. 00 or more and that the Judge referencing 2 J.O Greenview Terrace house 
awarded to the Plaintiff was not enough legal data to confer the transfer. Tt was necessary that 
there be a parceJ number and legal description as addresses can change and the D.ECRFE only 
included the 210 Greenview Terrace address. 
7. The cosl for tlling the transcript was SJ0.00 for the first page and $3.00 for each 
additional page and would have cost around $400.00. 
8. My client went to Kootenai County and obtained the full legal and parcel number in 
order to sign oft' on the Jegal description for Dr. Reed. Dr. Reed did nothmg to abide by the terms 
of the .Decr.ee or the Amended Decree. 
9. The Title Company wanted a partial Satisfaction of Judgment to effectuate the transfer 
of 210 Greenview Terrace ftom Dr. Reed to Stephanie fur purposes of refinance. 1 did nol 
understand what this meant to provide Stephanie with full right. title and interest. 
AFJi'mA vrr O.F SUZANNA L GRAHAM TO CORRECT THE .RECORD RE: Counsel 
erroneously adri1ed the Court tlae Amended Decree of Divorce was filed. (SHOSHONE 
~ed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1080 of 1249 
-2 
FROM :Suzanna L. Graham FAX NO. :2086657079 p. 24 2012 11:S1AM P3 
10. The Assessor in Shoshone County stated that the address 210 Greenview Terrace 
would not transfer title (Homeowner' s exemption) to Stephanje and she did not file the 
AMENDED DTVORCE DECREE due to this instruction. 
11. I was under the assumption that she had DONE SO and told the Court the same. 
12. At hearing in this matter; this Court inqu1red of me "Have you brought this to the 
Assessor's Attention?" T said "Yes'' and was going to continue with my explanation about the 
address not enough to transfer title and explain why. Unfortunately. T was interrupted by 
Attorney Dan Rude whom said "Objection that is Hearsay as to what the Assessor said .... " The 
Court did not rule on the objection but T simply stopped the explanation. 
13. To correct the record the AMENDED DECREE OF DIVORCE was NOT tiled in 
Shoshone County by my client (as I thought it had) but information fTom the Assessor determines 
that the house address is not enough to transfer the title. thereby necessitating a Quit Claim Deed 
from Dr. Reed. pursuant to the Judge's ruling wherein he was ordered to sign the same by May 6, 
2011 and the Defendant has failed and refused to do so. 
14. The Defendant has not filed the AMENDE.D DECREE OF DTVO.RCE in Shoshone 
County either, since he does not want to sign anytbj11g (objects to John Sahlin doing the same) 
and believes that the Decree will work perhaps be should :file the same. so be can gain insight on 
the transfer via the AMENDED DECREE of DIVORCE, to save HIMSELF Attorney's fees of 
John Sahlin, which the Plaintiff would certainly waive if the AMENDED DECREE OF 
DIVORCE could effectuate the transfer (WHICH WE HA VE BE.EN TOLD IT WD..L NOT). 
14. T.hat Plaintift" s counsel was sent severaJ lhreatening letters from Dan Rude, which are 
attached a.1t Exhibit 1 and exhibit 2 hereto and incorporated by reference. I specifically did not 
respond to said letter(s) as I was concerned about Dr. Reed's retribution to the County Assessor 
and his employees if Dr. Reed were to obtain said information, which is protected by attorney-
client privilege. I am more than willing to address my offices conduct (infonnation received) and 
efforts to have the AMENDED DECREE DIVORCE transfer title with the Coun or in camera. I 
am not willing to share said information with Attorney Dan Rude or Dr. Reed as they will onl.y 
.AFF.'JDAVIT OF SUZANNA L GRAHAM TO CORRECT TBJ: RECORD RE: Co•nsel 
erroneously advised the Court the Amended Decree or Divorce was filed. (SHOSHONE 
~lDt~eed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1081of1249 
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punish the persoJl(s) who gave us direction in etfon to further "buJly'' their way, it is likely Dr. 
Reed's behavior that mandates the necessity for the Quit Claim Deeds to protect the County. 
1 S. T correct my statement that the AMENDED DIVORCE .DECREE was filed in 
SHOSHONE COUNTY, it was filed in Kootenai County, but continue to refuse to advise Mr. 
Rude of my client's, my staff or the instruction from Shoshone County merely so that Dr. Reed 
can use the information to rant about his perceived injustice in this case. 
FURTHER I SAYATH NAUGHT. 
DAT.ED this M day ofScpl her, 2012. 
''''""'''''' SUBS ~ before mctllis .Jl/llday of September, 2012. 
.... ··NO· .. ._ 
.... . ··~· --~ . . :: . . = 
==··.-.... ::~ 
.. . ., . - ' 
;_ ~··. ~beLtC / $_<cc ~~d"rtt 
-:.., ~ •• "• •••• ;_ ~Notary Pt~t and forl ~Idaho ,,___,,.. ~ .. ~' . . . "~,~OF ID"~'',, Reading ~I.~.; t/Ce..,_, 
11
' '1'1' ''' My Commission Expires: ."1 lfil ~ t:J (~-
APFIDA VIT OF SUZANNA L GRAHAM TO CORRECT THE RECORD RE: Counsel 
erroneously advised the Court the A•ended Decree of Divorce was Ried. (SHOSHONE 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify that on the J.$!/iJay of September. 2012, a true and correct copy of th.e 
foregoing document was served upon the following by the method indicated below: 
DanJ. Rude 
Attorney at Law 
PO Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816-1453 
[ ] mailed postage prepaid thereon 
[ ] hand-delivered 
fa1Ced • 666-0SSO 
AFFIDAVIT OF SUZANNA L. GRAHAM TO CORRECT TIU RECORD RE: Counsel 
erroneously advised the Court t•e Amended Decree of Divorce was llled. (SHOSHONE 
~q~~eed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1083 of 1249 
FROM :Suzanna L. Grai-.am 
06/30/2012 15:54 FAM 
TULBPMONB (208) 667- 1943 
Ml. Suzanna L. Oraham 
Attomey at Law 
FAX NO. :2086657079 
... _ .. 
DANI.RUDE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
August 30, 2012 
302 East Linden Awnue, Suite 103 
Coeur d' Alefte, Idab6, 83814 
Fax: 665-1019 
Dear Suzie. Re: Recd v. Reed 
. 24 2012 11:S2AM P6 
~001/001 ,,~ 
..._ ... 
When we were i.o. court today, you adviaed Judge Wa)'Dlll dW the Amended Docree of 
Divorce bad been recorded in Shoshone County. ff so, I would appreciate it if you would live me 
the insUument number of the document so that my client can locate it as he does not believe that it 
was n:colded. He has ordered up a tide .report so hopc1blly if you have an instrument number, this 
wouJd shorten the proceil. 
During the afternoon of Aueust 20, 2012, you told .me that you bad contacted the asseasor•s 
office that day and had been advised tllll the quit.oJaim deed tor the one lot was not sufficient and 
the you needed two more quitclaim deedt. My client wants to verify tbis with the assessor'• oftiGe. 
Who did you taJlc tO at tb.c 11111110r's office? If you did not make the call, who did and who did he 
or she talk to'/ ' 
When we wen: In Court today. 01)' nrcolleation was that you iold Judge Wl)'DUUI that either 
someone from the 1898HOr's ottloeW aqvised you tJiat the Amended.D1e11e of Divorce wouJdnot 
be ~t to tntmfer $lc or someoite nm.. a..., company ll'4 tol<f yov tilt•. My cJiel)t woiafcJ 
like to dclaminc who ldvised you of Jhil. fti-o ~... · · 
·. . 
FROM :Suzanna L. Granam 
08/12/2012 14'27 F~X 
FAX NO. !2086657079 ~. 24 2012 11:52AM P? 
Iii oo i1ooa 
.. ~ .. 
Ms. Suzanna t. Orabam 
Attorney at Law 
.. __ _ 
302 Bast Linden A venue. Suite 103 
Coeur d'Alene, Id*>, 83814 
Fax: 665 .. 7079 
DANJ.RUDE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
September 12, 2012 
Dar Suzie, Re: Reed v . .Reed 
FAX (208) &i6-oSSO 
.. 
I have obtaioed 1 CD oftba baring onAupt30, 2012. During the heating, ludge Wayman 
uted you if yoar dient had rcoorded die Amended Dectee of Divorce. You told him that abe W 
.He alcecl you if yowo.lient had broualJt tbil to the attention afthe assessor's offtee and you told him r ~ 
she had. You ulso toJdhim that aomeonc, pngumah!yyoa had been told that he~ ·~ 
.... of the Amended Decree ofDivorae wu not sW!ic:ia:ri to erthC hoiliCiieid excmptloa. - -~ 
My client obtained a title report end iii& was iiiClila to tbi motiOnttiiid you. tbii iliOmias. IJ: ~~ 
, ••. · · The Amended Decree ofDivo.rce was not recorded in Shoshone county. Obviously, if it was not ~~ 
' · recorded., there ex>uld have been no 4ic;&sion with tho UIClllOr,s office as to whether or not your ~ 
client wu entitled to the home-.! exempdoo. They told my client thl! if tho Amended Decree/ ·' ~ iJ 
ofDivcneban recorded. itwoulclhave been su:fftcientforthem tosbowtbatonly§di owned I 
the real property and to allow bs to t*8 tbe homeltead exemption. f]aU nor: vr/UlV\ w,J 
It is my belief that yourstatommta to the Court, wbichI have discussed abovo, faJse and J 
this may have been bcleause your client gave you incorrect informltiOD. If this is the cue, I have 
provided you with compellnt ~f1hat the Amended Decree ofDivoree WM not recorded with the 
tecord«'s oBice and other proof that the assessor's otfirA wu of the opinion that bad the Amended 
Decl'ee of Divoroe _, aufticient to eonvey title. 
I m atfaehing a copy ot Rule 3 .3 of 1he ethical rules. If you make a ta11e statemeni 10 tbe 
court, you are required to cotreet it 1 would lite to give you the oppommity to look into this ftather 
anc1 It your statemonta to Che Q)mt on A'Ul\llt 30, 2012 ~ wroaa. to~ those stat.e.rnentl b)' 
stipulation. Jf )'01l an: not willing to do dais, I will obtain afBdavits fiom the recorder's office and 
u1e1n•s oftlce and sehedule the motion. I filed today for hHftoa. Right now, my client would like 
to be rebnbursed the $150.00 he paid to pt the title report and for a few houre of my time in 
tddfelling this issue. If it goes to hcariaa. he will be uking for additional aauctiODI. 
I would Mk you to look into this a liuJe funher anti get bade to me by no later tbl!l next 
Wednesday as to whether or not you will agree to enter into a ltipuladon to comet the ncord and 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1085of1249 (' J .... I 'L 1 
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a 0021003 
to pay smne of my client's expwm incurred in doing ao. Ifl do not receive a iespoue from you, 
I will schedule tbe motion for heari!lg and we will g0 from there. 
DANJ.l.UDE 
cc: Client 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1086of1249 
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09/,2/2012 14 :21 F~Y. • 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff /Respondent, 
vs 
SCOTT A. REED. 
Defendant/Appellant. 
iv 
CASE NO. CV-09-10686i 
NOTICE OF SETTLING 
TRANSCRIPT ON APPEAL AND 
BRIEFING SCHEDULE 
TO: THE PARTIES ABOVE NAMED OR THEIR ATTORNEYS: 
It appearing that on August 30, 2012, a transcript of 
hearing held in this matter was received by the Clerk, and that a 
Notice of Lodging such transcript was mailed or delivered by the 
Clerk to all attorneys of record or parties appearing in person 
on August 30, 2012, and that no objection to the transcript have 
been filed, and that more than twenty-one (21) days have elapsed 
since such notice of Lodging was mailed by the Clerk; and that 
such transcript is deemed settled pursuant to I.R.C.P. 83 (o); 
NOW, THEREFORE, PURSUANT TO I.R.C.P. 83 (p), YOU ARE HEREBY 
NOTIFIED THAT such transcript together with the Clerk's record and 
any exhibits offered or admitted in the trial in this matter have 
Notice of Settling 
Transcript on Appeal 
~hJ?lri.~~~scBtF.Ai~~ - Page bocket No. 41013 1088of1249 
been filed with the District Court, as the Appellate Court in this 
matter, and 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED THAT PURSUANT TO I.R.C.P. 83 (v) and 
I.A.R. 34, Appellant's Brief must be filed with the Court by 
November 1, 2012; Respondent's brief so filed by November 29, 
2012; and any reply brief so filed by December 20, 2012. 
YOU ARE FURTHER NOTIFIED that if briefs are not filed within 
the above referenced time limits, the Court may schedule this 
matter for argument pursuant to I.R.C.P. 83(w); or the Court may 
dismiss the appeal pursuant to I.R.C.P. 83 (s). 
Dated this 27th day of September, 2012. 
CLIFFORD T. HAYES 
CLE K OF THE DISTRICT 
I hereby certify that a true and correct copy of the foregoing was faxed/mailed 
this 27th day of September, 2012, to: 
Mark Ellingsen 
Attorney at Law ,r 
Fax NO. 667-8470~~J 
Dan Rude 
Attorney at Law 
Fax No. 666-0550 ./\'-\'\ 
Honorable Michael Griffin 
Appellate Judge 
Fax No. (208) 983-2376 /\~CJ.... 
CLIFFORD T. HAYES 
CL K OF THE DI RICT COURT 
I I 
Notice of Settling 
Transcript on Appeal 
Suzanna Graham 
Attorney at Law 
Fax No. 665-7079"\~l, 
Michael Ramsden 
Attorney at Law 
Fax No. 664-5885 "'\Lf'8 
i§&l~a~JM!.~~~fil;Q;cJli~~Jd= - Page 6ocket No. 41013 1089of1249 
DAN J.RUDE 
Attorney at Law 
P .0. Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83816-1453 
(208) 667-1943 
Fax: (208) 666-0550 
ISBN 2559 
20\2 SEP 21 PM 4: ~3 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff/Respondent, 
vs. 
SCOTT A. REED, 
Defendant/ Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CV- 2009-10686 
REQUEST TO SET MATTER FOR 
ORAL ARGUMENT AND OBJECTION 
TO REQUEST FOR TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE CONCERNING 
STATUS OF APPEAL 
As will be discussed below, all appellate briefs have been filed and all necessary transcripts 
have been prepared. This matter was scheduled previously for oral argument on August 24, 2012 
and it was only shortly before oral argument that Ms. Reed's counsel claimed that there was some 
confusion as to what was to be addressed on appeal. She did not request a status conference in 
writing until September 4, 2012, and after the case had originally been scheduled for oral argument. 
There is no confusion as to what issues will be addressed in this present appeal. Any questions can 
be answered by reviewing the briefs filed for purposes of the Dr. Reed's appeal. The matter should 
REQUEST TO SET MATTER FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH JUDGE GRWFIN CONCERNING STATUS OF APPEAL: 1 
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be set for oral argument. Dr. Reed would respond to Ms. Reed's request for a telephone conference 
concerning the status of the appeal as follows: 
Dr. Reed objects to the SECOND AMENDED MOTION FOR JOINT TELEPHONIC 
CONFERENCE WITH JUDGE GRIFFITH RE: STATUS OF APPEAL. Attached is a copy of 
page 21 of Dr. Reed's Appellant's Brief which lists all issues raised in his APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
which was filed on April 30, 2012. While other issues may have been discussed in the FOURTH 
AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL which was filed on April 20, 2012, and in the earlier notices 
of appeal listed by Ms. Reed's attorney, many issues were eliminated after further review of the 
record and applicable law. For purposes of the present appeal and with respectto all of the Court's 
rulings which were made before the FOURTH AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL was filed on 
April 20, 2012, the only issues to be decided are as listed. All of these issues were addressed in the 
RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON APPEAL which was filed on May 30, 
2012. On June 20, 2012, a REPLY BRIEF was filed by Dr. Reed in response to the Ms. Reed's 
Brief. No further briefing is necessary to address the issues presented in the present appeal. All 
oftheseBriefswerefiledaftertheFOURTHAMENDEDNOTICEOFAPPEALwasfiledonApril 
20, 2012. The claim by Ms. Reed's attorney on page 2 in the last sentence of paragraph numbered 
4 in her affidavit that the briefmg had been completed before "many" of the notices of appeal had 
been filed is false. Only one Notice of Appeal was filed after the briefmg had been done. This more 
recent Notice of Appeal will be discussed below. 
Judge Wayman reinstated his partial award of attorney fees in favor of the Ms. Reed in his 
oral ruling on January 23, 2012. A written order confirming this award was entered on April 2, 
REQUEST TO SET MA TIER FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITII JUDGE GRIFFIN CONCERNING STATUS OF APPEAL: 2 
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2012, and the FOURTH AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL was filed from both his oral ruling on 
January 23, 2012, and the written order concerning fees which was entered on April 2, 2012. On 
June 8, 2012, however, an ORDER AND JUDGMENT REGARDING ATTORNEY FEES was 
entered wherein the Ms. Reed was awarded a money judgment against Dr. Reed for part of her 
attorney fees pursuant to these previous rulings from the Court. 
On July 12, 2012, Dr. Reed filed a NOTICE CONCERNING ENTRY OF FINAL 
APPEALABLE ORDER, and requested that his appeal from the attorney fees award be deemed 
perfected underthe provisions ofl.A.R.17(e) (2). This rule states that a notice of appeal filed from 
an appealable judgment or order, before the formal written entry of such document, shall become 
valid upon the filing of the written order without the refiling of the notice of appeal. While the entry 
of the ORDER AND JUDGMENT REGARDING ATTORNEY FEES should have perfected the 
appeal from the partial award of attorney fees and costs, a second appeal was filed on July 17, 2012, 
to further preserve this as an issue. The concern existed that Ms. Reed would contend that the 
earlier appeal concerning the partial award of attorney fees should be dismissed because it was filed 
prematurely and before the actual judgment had been entered. The partial award of attorney fees, 
however, has been fully briefed and a status conference is unnecessary to determine if this is an issue 
which will be addressed on appeal. It is clearly listed as issue Vin the attached copy of the ISSUES 
ON APPEAL. 
Dr. Reed cannot afford to pay over $200,000.00 into the Court to stay execution while this 
matter is on appeal and can't afford an appeal bond in the amount of the amount of the judgment of 
$196,642.00 plus 36% of this amount as would be required by I.A.R.13 (b) (15). It is likely that 
REQUEST TO SET MATIER FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH JUDGE GRIFFIN CONCERNING STATUS OF APPEAL: 3 
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as execution and enforcement efforts on the part of Ms. Reed continue, further orders may be entered 
by Judge Wayman from which Dr. Reed may appeal. If this Court must wait until all future appeals 
have been filed and all further briefing has been done to hear oral argument and render a decision 
in this case, the appeal may never be heard. No case nor statutory authority exists which would 
require this Court to delay argument on the issues which have already been addressed and fully 
briefed in the appellate briefs in this case just because further appeals may be taken from further 
orders which might be entered by Judge Wayman. 
Dr. Reed would ask that the Court reschedule oral argument in this case. If the Court wishes 
to also have a phone conference with counsel, this would be the Court's prerogative, but this should 
not delay oral argument on appeal. 
DATED thiJ}_day of~ V,2012. 
I hereby certify ftiat <Jq,the n 
day of xr t4--IJ , 2012, 
true and correct copies of 
the foregoing were: 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
[\. ~and delivered, to: 
[ ;¥. 1axed via 665-7079 to: 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 East Linden A venue, Suite I 03 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 
83814 
DAN JR 
Attorney for Defendant/ Appellant 
REQUEST TO SET MATTER FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH JUDGE GRIFFIN CONCERNING STATUS OF APPEAL: 4 
C:\Documenls and Settings\Dan RudelMy Documenls\Oocumenls\Appeals\Reed\ObjectTc:lepboaewpd.wpd 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1093of1249 
''. 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
~ i hand delivered, to: 
~ faxed via 667-8470 to: 
MARK ELLINGSEN 
WITHERSPOON KELLY 
Attorneys at Law 
The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, 83814 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
[ ] hand delivered to: 
'f;0 faxed, via 664-5884 to: 
MICHAEL RAMSDEN 
RAMSDEN & LYONS, LLP 
P.O. Box 1336 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83816-1336 
~ ~f'ailed, postage prepaid, to: 
L )( raxed,. via, (208) 983-2376 to: 
District Court Judge 
320 W. Main Street 
Grangeville, Idaho, 83530 
S GRIFFIN 
.. ///~---· ~ 
DANJ.RUDf 
Attorney for Defendant/ Appellant 
REQUEST TO SET MATTER FOR ORAL ARGUMENT AND OBJECTION TO MOTION FOR TELEPHONE 
CONFERENCE WITH JUDGE GRIFFIN CONCERNING STATUS OF APPEAL: 5 
C:\Doaimenti and Seninp\Dan Riide\My ~\Doc:umenls\Appoals\Reod\Obj<Telepbooewpd.wpd 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1094of1249 
• 
ISSUES ON APPEAL 
I 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN ERR IN THE VALUATION AND AWARD OF THE SH.ARES 
OF STOCK IN MOUNTAIN HEALTH CARE, INC. 
II 
WAS JUDGE WAYMAN' S DECISION TO VALUE THE COMMERCIAL LOT IN 
PINEHURST AT $15, 200. 00 BASED ON SUBSTANTIAL AND COMPETENT EVIDENCE 
III 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN CORRECTLY CALCULATE MS . REED' S INCOME FOR 
PURPOSES OF SETTING A CHILD SUPPORT AWARD 
IV 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN ERR WHEN HE IMPUTED INCOME TO DR. REED 
v 
WAS IT ERROR FOR MS. REED TO BE AWARDED A PORTION OF HER 
ATTORNEY FEES 
VI 
WAS IT ERROR FOR JUDGE WAYMAN TO ORDER THE TWO CORPORATIONS TO 
ISSUE STOCK AND DELIVER THE STOCK TO THE SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
21 
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DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1453 
2012 OCT -2 PM 2: 18 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83816-1453 
(208) 667-1943 
Fax: (208) 666-0550 
I.S.B.N. 2559 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
SCOTT A. REED, 
Defendant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
--------------) 
CASE NO. CV-09-10686 
AMENDED MOTION FOR 
RECONSIDERATION AND 
REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS 
COMES NOW, the above named Defendant, by and through his attorney of record, and 
moves the Court for it's order reconsidering it's decision with respect to the order which was entered 
on September 21, 2012, based on the Court's ruling on August 20,2012, appointing John Sahlin 
to sign a quitclaim deed for one lot. The Defendant also moves the Court to reconsider the order 
which was also entered on September 21, 2012 ,with respect to the Court's ruling on August 30, 
2012, appointing John Sahlin to sign two more quitclaim deeds for two other lots. This motion is 
made and based upon the following grounds and reasons: 
The June 21, 20 I 1, Amended Decree of Divorce awarded all three parcels of real property 
to the Plaintiff. The Amended Decree of Divorce contained not only a street address for the real 
property awarded to her, but also a legal description for all three lots. If the legal description and 
AMENDED MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS: I 
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street address contained in the Amended Decree of Divorce were set forth in a deed, it would be 
more than sufficient to convey title to the Plaintiff. 
In Chavez v. Barrus, 146 Idaho 212, 192 P. 3d 1036 (2008), at pages 219 and 220, the 
Idaho Supreme Court held that a decree itself is sufficient to convey real property and found that 
the decree itself effected the conveyance of the parties' real property to Mr. Barrus. The Idaho 
Supreme Court affirmed the District Court which had held that Ms. Chavez no longer had an interest 
in the real property because any interest she had in the real property had been transferred by the 
decree to Mr. Barrus. 
During the August 30, 2012, hearing, the Court asked the Plaintiff's attorney if the Amended 
Decree of Divorce had been recorded with Shoshone County and she replied that her client had 
recorded the Amended Decree of Divorce. The Court then asked the Plaintiff's attorney if this had 
been brought to the attention of the assessor's office and Ms. Graham replied that it had. Over a 
hearsay objection, she further stated that the assessor's office had advised someone that recording 
the Amended Decree of Divorce was not sufficient to allow the Plaintiff to get the "homestead "(sic) 
exemption. Based on these unswom hearsay statements from the Plaintiff's attorney, the Court 
found that because the Assessor's Office did not recognize the Amended Decree of Divorce as a 
document which could convey the real property, the deeds were necessary to accomplish the 
conveyance and appointed John Sahlin to sign them. 
After the hearing, the Defendant obtained a title report from Alliance Title which showed that 
the Amended Decree of Divorce had never been recorded in Shoshone County. This title report was 
attached to the MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS dated 
September 12, 2012. This motion and the copy of the attached title report were served on the 
AMENDED MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS: 2 
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Plaintiff's attorney, Ms. Graham, on September 12, 2012. A letter was sent to Ms. Graham from 
the Defendant's attorney with the motion on September 12, 2012, requesting that she correct the 
record as to certain misrepresentations of fact she had made to the Court during the hearing on 
August 30, 2012. A copy of this letter was attached to Ms. Graham's affidavit discussed below. 
On September 24, 2012, Ms. Graham filed an affidavit entitled "AFFIDAVIT OF 
SUZANNNA L. GRAHAM TO CORRECT THE RECORD RE: Counsel erroneously advised the 
Court the Amended Decree was filed. (SHOSHONE COUNTY)." In her affidavit, Ms. Graham 
admits that the Amended Decree of Divorce was not filed in Shoshone County as she had 
represented to the Court on August 30, 2012. If the Amended Decree of Divorce was never 
recorded in Shoshone County, her second statement to the Court on August 30, 2012, that the 
recording of the Amended Decree of Divorce had been brought to the attention to the Shoshone 
County Assessor's Office could also not be true. In her affidavit, she failed to correct this second 
misstatement of fact which was made to the Court on August 30, 2012. 
Attached to this motion is a statement from Jerry White, the Shoshone County Assessor. It 
is anticipated he will be asked to testify at the hearing on this motion and/or it is also anticipated that 
a proper affidavit will be obtained from him in support of this motion in the event that the Plaintiff 
continues to insist that the quitclaim deeds are necessary for her to claim the homeowner' s 
exemption. In addition to falsely advising the Court that the Amended Decree of Divorce had been 
recorded in Shoshone County and falsely advising the Court that this recording had been brought to 
the attention of the Assessor's Office, the Plaintiff's attorney also falsely advised the Court that the 
quitclaim deeds were necessary for the Plaintiff to claim the "homestead" exemption on her house. 
According to the assessor, she has had the homeowner's exemption (not homestead exemption) on 
AMENDED MOTION FOR RECONSIDERATION AND REQUEST FOR SANCTIONS: 3 
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the house since October I, 2010. 
Because the Court relied on false hearsay statements from Ms. Graham to support it's ruling, 
the Court should reconsider and after reconsideration, reverse the two orders discussed above. This 
motion for reconsideration is made pursuant to the provisions ofl.R.C.P.ll(a) (2) (B). 
Pursuant to the provisions of I.C.12-121, I.R.C.P.ll(a)(l), and such other authorities as 
may be addressed at hearing, the Defendant also requests an award of attorney fees and costs 
incurred in bringing this motion. Such costs would include, but not be limited to, the $150.00 the 
Defendant spent to obtain a Preliminary Title Report, the costs associated with securing the 
attendance of witnesses, and the costs of the preparation of the transcript of the August 30, 2012 
hearing. 
Oral argument and testimony is respectfully requested. 
DATEDthi~~ dayof Ol!fk2012. 
DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney for Defendant 
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I hereby certify that on the b6 
dayof OLJvV ,2012, 
true and correct copies of 
the foregoing were: 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
["'-. ~~d delivered, to: 
[ ,,¥faxed via 665-7079 to: 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 East Linden A venue, Suite l 03 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83814 
[ ] mailed, postage prepaid, to: 
~ ~Jand delivered, to: 
L )4'taxed via 667-8470 to: 
MARK ELLINGSEN 
WITHERSPOON KELLY 
Attorneys at Law 
The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, 83814 
MICHAEL RAMSDEN 
RAMSDEN & LYONS, LL 
P.O. Box 1336 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83816-1336 
DANJ.R 
Attorney for Defendant 
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STATE OF IDAHO ) 
County of Shoshone ) 
I, JERRY WHITE, County Assessor, in and for the County of Shoshone, State of Idaho, 
do hereby certify that Stephanie K. Reed is currently receiving and has been receiving a 
homeowner's exemption on Parcel #G-0150-000-0430. She made application on October 
1, 2010 and it was received by our office on October 5, 2010. 
. "1A~'°l 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I hereunto set my hand this d{,, day of September, 
A.D. 2012. 
JERRY WHITE, COUNTY ASSESSOR 
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STATE OF &K> }SS COUN1Y OF tmTENN 
FlED: DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1453 2012 OCT -5 PH I: 30 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83816-1453 
(208) 667-1943 
Fax: (208) 666-0550 
I.S.B.N 2559 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
»:Pf 
CASENO. CV~-10686 
SCOTT AVERY REED, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
ORDER REQUIRING PREPARATION OF 
TRANSCRIPT 
Defendant. 
--------------) 
This matter came before the above entitled Court pursuant to a motion filed by the Defendant 
seeking an order requiring the preparation of a transcript. Based upon the motion and good cause 
appearing therefore, IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED AS FOLLOWS: 
The District Court Clerk shall prepare an estimate of the cost of transcribing the hearing 
which was held in the above entitled matter on August 30, 2012. Upon payment by the Defendant 
of the cost of transcription, the District Court Clerk shall prepare a transcript of the hearing in the 
above entitled matter which took place on August 30, 2012. 
DATED this _.::L_ day of~, 2012. 
sc'fi?w~,ef 
Magistrate 
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--I hereby c~n the ~ 
dayof ,2012,true 
and correct copies of the foregoing 
were: 
C,XJ faxed via 665-7079 to: {,,<.Js 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
Dl... 
302 East Linden A venue, Suite I 03 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83814 
,..B'] faxed via 667-8470 to: ~~ 
01... 
MARK ELLINGSEN b'OOo-z. 
WITHERSPOON KELLY 
Attorneys at Law 
The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, 83814 
[ u faxed, via 664-5884 to: CJ.Ir 
'('" 0'2.... 
MICHAEL RAMSDEN 
RAMSDEN & LYONS, LLP 
P.O. Box 1336 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 
83816-1336 
~]faxed, via 666-0550 to: ~s.,1... 
DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho, 83816-1453 
and faxed to Chris Campbell at 446-118 
CLIFFORD T. 1-JA 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
scan AVERY REED, 
Defendfjnt. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CV 2009-10686 
ORDER FOR SCHEDULING 
CONFERENCE 
It is Ordered that a scheduling conference shall be held on Friday, November 
2, 2012 at 11 :30 am in the above-entitled court. Counsel for both parties shall be 
personally present. Counsel should contact the clerk of court prior to the hearing to 
determine which courtroom the scheduling conference will be held in. 
Dated this 15th day of October, 2012. 
.··10::":> ~ c/-=--
Michael J. G=tn ,· '·J 
District Judge i 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I, the undersigned Deputy Clerk of the above entitled Court, do hereby~fy that a 
coRXJ(the foregoing was mailed to, faxed to, or delivered by me on the day of -....~--_,, 20~: ~ 
Suzanna l. Graham, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 E. Linden Avenue, Suite 103 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
Dan J. Rude 
Attorney at Law 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed 
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MITCH ALEXANDER 
(208) 556-1114 
STEPHANIE M REED 
-vs-
SCOTT A VERY REED 
SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
717 B.h.NK ST 
WALLACE, ID 83873 
PLAINTIFF(S) 
DEFENDANT(S) 
COURT: 
CASE NO: 
PAPER(S) SERVED: 
NOTICE OF GARNISHMENT 
WRIT OF EXECUTION 
NOTICE OF LEVY 
I, MITCH ALEXANDER, SHERIFF OF SHOSHONE COUNTY, STATE THAT THE ABOVE DESCRIBED DOCUMENTS WERE 
DELIVERED TO ME FOR SERVICE ON THE 11TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2012. 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT, ON THE 13TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2012, AT 9:54 O'CLOCK AM., I, JOSEPH C. HIRST, BEING 
DULY AUTHORIZED, SERVED THE ABOVE DESCRIBED DOCUMENTS IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MA TIER 
BY LEVYING ON ANY PROPERTY, MONEY AND EFFECTS BELONGING TO THE DEFENDANT IN THE POSSESSION OF 
*****MOUNTAIN HEAL TH CARE INC * * * * * 
AT 740 MCKINLEY AVE KELLOGG ID 83837 
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF SHOSHONE, STATE OF IDAHO, AND HAVING SATISFIED THIS JUDGMENT. I AM RETURNING 
THE ABOVE DESCRIBED DOCUMENTS AS SATISFIED. 
PAPERS SERVED OR MAILED TO THE DEFENDANT: 
*WRIT OF EXECUTION 
*CLAIM OF EXEMPTION FORM 
*CLAIM OF EXEMPTION INSTRUCTION 
*LEGAL NOTICE OF EXEMPTIONS 
COMMENTS: 9/11/2012 PKG OUT FOR SERVICE. 9/13/2012 SERVED TO DR. FREDERICK HALLER. 
9/14/2012 EXP PKG MAILED TO DEFENDANT. 10/15/2012 NOTICE OF SHERIFFS 
SALE/NOTICE OF LEVY MAILED CERT/RRR TO scon REED, DAN RUDE, MICHAEL RAMSDEN, 
AND SUZANNA GRAHAM. 10/1612012 PUBLIC NOTICES POSTED BY CORPORAL SUPERVISOR 
TAYLOR MARLOW. 10/17/2012 RCVD CERT/RRR CONFIRMATION FROM USPS FOR DAN RUDE 
AND SUZANNA GRAHAM. 10/19/2012 RCVD CERT/RRR CONFIRMATION FROM USPS FOR 
MICHAEL RAMSDEN. 10/23/2012 SALE HELDAT SHOSHONE COUNTY COURTHOUSE; SALE 
AWARDED TO STEPHANIE REED ON CREDIT BID OF $1.00, SALE CERTIFICATE ISSUED TO 
STEPHANIE REED FOR 700 SHARES OF STOCK IN MOUNTAIN HEAL TH CARE, INC.: RETURNEO 
SATISFIED. 
CHARGES DA TED THIS 23RD DAY OF OCTOBER 2012. 
JUDGMENT AMOUNT: 213,555.18 
SHERIFF'S FEES: 590.40 
TOTAL: 214, 145.58 
PAYMENTS 
APPLIED TO JUDGMENT: 0.00 
APPLIED TO FEES: 412.80 
----------TOTAL COLLECTED TO DATE: 412.80 
AMOUNT UNCOLLECTED: 213,732.78 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed 
MITCH ALEXANDER 
SHERIFF 
BY Id~ t. l:b~t ~ m. o·~nn<lL 
JOSEPH C. HIRST 
SERVING OFFICER 
BY ~(JG!rN[0 
RETURNING OFFICER 
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SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
717BANKST 
Page I of 2 
MITCH ALEXANDER 
(208) 556-lll4 WALLACE, ID 83873 Paper ID: 201200607 
STEPHANIE M REED 
-VS-
SCOTT A VERY REED 
JUDGMENT AMOUNT & FEES: 
SERVED: 09/13/2012 
PLAINTIFF(S) 
DEFENDANT(S) 
COURT: KOOTENAI 
CASE NO: CV 2009-10686 
PAPER(S) SERVED: 
NOTICE OF GARNISHMENT 
WRIT OF EXECUTION 
NOTICE OF LEVY 
MOUNTAIN HEAL TH CARE INC AT 7 40 MCKINLEY A VE KELLOGG ID 83837 
DATE PAYMENT RECEIVED 
09/11/2012 
09/11/2012 
STATE OF IDAHO 
COUNTY OF SHOSHONE 
AMOUNT 
$40.00 
$372.80 
$412.80 
) 
) SS 
) 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I COLLECTED TO THIS DATE THE SUM OF 
FROM WHICH I DEDUCTED SHERIFF'S FEES: 
DATE PAYMENT RECEIVED 
09/11/2012 
09111/2012 
TO DATE 
AMOUNT 
$40.00 
$372.80 
$412.80 
AND PAID TO THE CREDITOR OR HIS ATTORNEY: 
DATE PAYMENT RECEIVED 
09111/2012 
10/23/2012 
TO DATE 
LEAVING A BALANCE UNSATISFIED OF 
AMOUNT 
$13.00 
$195.20 
$208.20 
I AM RETAINING THE ORIGINAL WRIT OF EXECUTION AS SAID WRIT IS UNSATISFIED. 
STEPHANIE M REED 
PO BOX346 
PINEHURST, ID 83850 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed 
DATED THIS 23RD DAY OF OCTOBER 2012. 
MITCH ALEXANDER 
SHERIFF, SHOSHONE COUNTY, IDAHO 
Docket No. 41013 
$214, 145.58 
$412.80 
$213,732.78 
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MITCH ALEXANDER 
(208) 556-1114 
STEPHANIE M REED · 
PO BOX346 
PINEHURST, ID 83850 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed 
SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
717BANKST 
WALLA CE, ID 83873 
BY OFflR 
Docket No. 41013 
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Paper ID: 201200607 
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MITCH ALEXANDER 
(208) 556-1114 
SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
717BANKST PaperID: 201200608 
STEPHANIE M REED 
-VS-
SCOTT A VERY REED 
WALLACE, ID 83873 
PLAINTIFF($) 
DEFENDANT(S) 
COURT: KOOTENAI 
CASE NO: CV 2009-10686 
PAPER(S) SERVED: 
NOTICE OF GARNISHMENT 
WRIT OF EXECUTION 
NOTICE OF LEVY 
I, MITCH ALEXANDER, SHERIFF OF SHOSHONE COUNTY, STATE THAT THE ABOVE DESCRIBED DOCUMENTS WERE 
DELIVERED TO ME FOR SERVICE ON THE 11TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2012. 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT, ON THE 13TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER 2012, AT 9:55 O'CLOCK A.M., I, JOSEPH C. HIRST, BEING 
DULY AUTHORIZED, SERVED THE ABOVE DESCRIBED DOCUMENTS IN THE ABOVE-ENTITLED MATTER 
BY LEVYING ON ANY PROPERTY, MONEY AND EFFECTS BELONGING TO THE DEFENDANT IN THE POSSESSION OF 
*****MOUNTAIN HEAL TH SERVICES, P.C. * * * * * 
AT 740 MCKINLEY AVE KELLOGG ID 83837 
WITHIN THE COUNTY OF SHOSHONE, STATE OF IDAHO, AND HAVING SATISFIED THIS JUDGMENT, I AM RETURNING 
THE ABOVE DESCRIBED DOCUMENTS AS SATISFIED. 
PAPERS SERVED OR MAILED TO THE DEFENDANT: 
*WRIT OF EXECUTION 
*CLAIM OF EXEMPTION FORM 
*CLAIM OF EXEMPTION INSTRUCTION 
*LEGAL NOTICE OF EXEMPTIONS 
COMMENTS: 9/11/2012 FILE ENTERED TO TRACK PAPER SERVICE; FILE MAINTAINED UNDER NO. 
201200607, SEE RETURN NOTES FROM 201200607 FOR FULL NOTES; PKG OUT FOR 
SERVICE. 9/13/2012 SERVED TO DR. FREDERICK HALLER. 9/14/2012 MAILED EXP PKG 
TO DEFENDANT. 10123/2012 SALE HELD AT SHOSHONE COUNTY COURTHOUSE, SALE 
AWARDED TO FREDERICK HALLER FOR CASH BID OF $15,000.00, SALE CERTIFICATE 
ISSUED TO FREDERICK HALLER FOR 200 SHARES OF STOCK IN MOUNTAIN HEAL TH 
SERVICES, P.C.; RETURNED SATISFIED. 
CHARGES DA TED THIS 23RD DAY OF OCTOBER 2012. 
JUDGMENT AMOUNT: 213,555.18 
SHERIFF'S FEES: 140.00 
MITCH ALEXANDER 
SHERIFF 
TOTAL: 213,695.18 
PAYMENTS 
BY /s/~ c. I-had:~ hy m. OCvnn<lL 
JOSEPH C. HIRST 
SERVING OFFICER APPLIED TO JUDGMENT: 15,000.00 
APPLIED TO FEES: 40.00 
TOTAL COLLECTED TO DATE: 15,040.00 
------ -
AMOUNT UNCOLLECTED: 198,655.18 BY (!fli) D "GJm{Q; 
RETURNING OFFICER 
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SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
717 BANK ST 
Page l of 2 
MITCH ALEXANDER 
(208) 556-1114 WALLACE, ID 83873 Paper ID: 201200608 
STEPHANIE M REED 
-VS-
SCOTT A VERY REED 
JUDGMENT AMOUNT & FEES: 
SERVED: 09/13/2012 
PLAINTIFF($) 
DEFENDANT(S) 
COURT: KOOTENAI 
CASE NO: CV 2009-10686 
PAPER(S) SERVED: 
NOTICE OF GARNISHMENT 
WRIT OF EXECUTION 
NOTICE OF LEVY 
MOUNTAIN HEAL TH SERVICES, P.C. AT 740 MCKINLEY AVE KELLOGG ID 83837 
DATE PAYMENT RECEIVED 
09/11/2012 
10/23/2012 
10/2312012 
STATE OF IDAHO 
COUNTY OF SHOSHONE 
AMOUNT 
$40.00 
$10,000.00 
$5,000.00 
- - - - -$15,040.00 
) 
) SS 
) 
I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I COLLECTED TO THIS DATE THE SUM OF 
FROM WHICH I DEDUCTED SHERIFF'S FEES: 
DATE PAYMENT RECEIVED AMOUNT 
09/11/2012 
10/23/2012 
10/23/2012 
TO DATE 
$40.00 
$40.00 
AND PAID TO THE CREDITOR OR HIS ATTORNEY: 
DATE PAYMENT RECEIVED 
10/23/2012 
AMOUNT 
$15,000.00 
----~---------TO DATE $15,000.00 
LEAVING A BALANCE UNSATISFIED OF 
I AM RETAINING THE ORIGINAL WRIT OF EXECUTION AS SAID WRIT IS UNSATISFIED. 
STEPHANIE M REED 
POBOX346 
PINEHURST, ID 83850 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed 
DATED THIS 23RD DAY OF OCTOBER 2012. 
MITCH ALEXANDER 
SHERIFF, SHOSHONE COUNTY, IDAHO 
Docket No. 41013 
$213,695.18 
$15,040.00 
$198,655.18 
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STEPHANIE M REED 
POBOX346 
PINEHURST, ID 83850 
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SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF'S OFFICE 
717BANKST 
WALLACE, ID 83873 
BY 
Docket No. 41013 
Pa~e 2 of 2 
Paper ID: 201200608 
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RECEIVED 
Shoshone County Sheriff 
2 Mark A. Ellingsen, ISB No. 4720 
WITHERSPOON KELLEY 
3 
SEP 11 2012 
OFFICER---·+m+-1:~:=--
Attorneys & Counselors l S ', """: TII\!!E __ ----""'"-..;;;....&. ....... ~-
4 The Spokesman Review Building 
608 Northwest Boulevard, Suite 300 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814-2146 5 
6 Telephone: (208) 667-4000 
Facsimile: (208) 667-8470 
7 E-mail: mae@witherspoonkelley.com 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
Co-counsel for Stephanie M Reed 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, No. CV 2009-10686 
Plaintiff, WRIT OF EXECUTION 
·- . -----:::::---..-~ 
~ -~ 
v. 
SCOTT AVERY REED, 
Defendant. 
18 TO: THE SHERIFF OF SHOSHONE COUNTY 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
WHEREAS, on February 24, 2011, Stephanie M. Reed recovered a judgment in the 
above-entitled action against Defendant Scott A very Reed in the First Judicial District Court, of 
the State of Idaho, in and for the County of Kootenai. 
$196,642.00 February 24, 2011 Judgment for Equalization of Property 
Settlement Amount/Order of Motions 
$ 16,911.18 
$ 2.00 
$213,555.87 
$213,555.18 
~---------------1 Interest calculated at 5.375% on the principal balance of $28.9575 
per diem from January 29, 2011 (per the Judgment) through 
September 4, 2012 (584 da s 
.......... ~-----~--------! Filing Fees and Costs 
Total Jud2111ent 
TOTAL 
27 Together with interest accruing thereon at the rate of 5.375% per annum on the principal 
28 balance of$196,462.00, with a per diem of$28.9575, hereafter, together with sheriffs costs and 
fees. 
WRIT OF EXECUTION AND CONTINUlNG GARNISHMENT-PAGE I 
K:\wdocs\cdamain\73777\000J\COOS3091.DOC 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 
ORIGINAL 
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2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
II 
II . 
NOW YOU, the said Sheriff, are hereby required to make the said sums due on said 
Judgments, and costs, interest and accruing costs thereon, from the date thereof, plus accruing 
costs and Sheriffs fees out of the personal property of said Defendant, or if sufficient personal 
property of said Defendant cannot be found, then out of the real property belonging to the 
Defendant, and make return of this Writ, within sixty (60) days. 
ATTEST my hand and seal of said Court this _:j_ day of September, 2012. 
CLIFFORD T. HA YES, Kootenai County 
Clerk of District Court 
LJS89Gl 
Instrument # 468981 
WALLACE,SHOSHONE COUNTY, IDAHO 
9-11-2012 03:53:00 No. of Pages: 2 
Recorded for : SHOSHONE COUNTY SHERIFF DEPT 
PEGGY DELANGE-WHITE ~:3.~~=-. 
Ex-Offtcio Recorder 
Index to: WRTTOF EXEClJllON -~......,...ui.;o.......,"'""-i!:.__ 
WRIT OF EXEClITION AND CONTINUING GARNISHMENT-PAGE 2 
K:\wdocslcdamain\73777\000l\COOS3091.DOC 
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STATE OF IOAHO t 
COUNTY Of' KOOTENAI. r/'ts 
FILED: C{l \ ~ iuclY ',' L)., 
!Of?OCT 31 PH 3: 18 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff /Respondent, CASE NO. CV-2009-10686 
vs. 
SCOTT L. REED, APPELLANT'S 
BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
Defendant/Appellant. 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
APPEAL FROM THE MAGISTRATE'S DIVISION OF THE DISTRICT COURT 
of the 
FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
of the 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
THE HONORABLE SCOTT L. WAYMAN 
Magistrate 
Presiding 
DAN J. RUDE 
Attorney at Law 
P.O. Box 1453 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83816-1453 
(208) 667-1943 
I.S.B.N. 2559 
ATTORNEY FOR APPELLANT 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM 
Attorney at Law 
302 E. Linden, Suite 103 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83814 
(208) 667-4101 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A) NATURE OF THE CASE: 
This is a divorce matter. The Appellant will hereinafter be 
referred to as Dr. Reed. The Respondent will hereinafter be 
referred to as Ms. Reed. Dr. Reed believes that Judge Wayman erred 
in awarding Ms. Reed a portion of her attorney fees. This issue 
was presented in an earlier appeal filed in the above matter by Dr. 
Reed and may become moot when an opinion has been entered in this 
earlier appeal. It will also be contended that Judge Wayman erred 
in entering four QDROs for reasons which will be set forth below, 
including lack of jurisdiction. 
B) COURSE OF THE PROCEEDINGS: 
TRANSCRIPT IDENTIFICATION: Transcripts have been prepared of 
the trial and several post trial hearings. The transcripts will be 
identified as follows and will be ref erred to in this Brief as 
follows: 
TRIAL TRANSCRIPT. The trial took place on January 13 and 
January 14, 2011. References to the trial transcript shall be 
identified as the "TRIAL TRANSCRIPT" together with the appropriate 
volume, page and line number. 
TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing. Judge Wayman 
announced his decision on the record on January 28, 2011. 
References to this transcript in this Brief shall be identified as 
"TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing", together with the 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
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appropriate page and line number. 
TRANSCRIPT: Various Motions Hearings. Several motions were 
heard after trial which have been consolidated in one transcript. 
This transcript contains the transcripts for hearings which took 
place on April 22, 2011, July 25, 2011, September 28, 2011, and 
November 7, 2011. References to this transcript in this Brief 
shall be identified as "TRANSCRIPT: Various Motions Hearings", 
together with the appropriate page and line number. 
TRANSCRIPT: Motions Hearing. On January 23, 2012, Judge 
Wayman ruled on several motions before him as well as a couple 
which had been taken under advisement at earlier hearings. 
References to this transcript in this Brief shall be identified as 
"TRANSCRIPT: Motions Hearing" together with the appropriate page 
and line number. 
TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing: The foregoing transcripts 
concerned hearings which were held before May 21, 2012 and which 
were requested for purposes of Dr. Reed's initial appeal. A second 
appeal has been filed in Dr. Reed's case and this Brief applies to 
this second appeal. On May 21, 2012, a hearing was held wherein 
Judge Wayman made further rulings in the case. A transcript of 
this hearing has been prepared and it will be referred to as 
"TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing". 
FIRST APPEAL: 
Ms. Reed filed her divorce complaint on December 22, 2009. 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
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The case went to trial on January 13 and January 14, 2011. At the 
end of the second day of trial, and based upon the agreement of the 
parties, Judge Wayman orally ordered that as of January 14, 2011, 
the parties would be deemed divorced. TRIAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. II, 
p. 439, L. 20-25. 
On January 28, 2011, Judge Wayman announced his decision 
which is contained in the TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision. In 
accordance with his decision, Ms. Reed's attorney prepared an 
equalizing judgment in favor of Ms. Reed against Dr. Reed in the 
amount of $198,642.00. This judgment was entered on February 24, 
2011. In accordance with his decision, Ms. Reed's attorney also 
prepared a second judgement in favor of Ms. Reed and against Dr. 
Reed in the amount of $10,000.00 for attorney fees and costs. This 
judgement was also filed on February 24, 2011. 
On March 2, 2011, a Motion for Reconsideration was filed by 
Dr. Reed's former attorney. On March 22, 2011, an Amended Motion 
for Reconsideration was filed by Dr. Reed's former attorney. Both 
of these motions were finally heard on January 23, 2012. 
The TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, was completed 
on March 15, 2011. A copy of this transcript was attached to a 
cover sheet prepared by Ms. Reed's attorney which was entitled 
"FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND FINAL DECREE OF DIVORCE". 
This cover sheet, to which the TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision 
Hearing was attached, was signed by Judge Wayman and filed with the 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
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Court on April 7, 2011. This was improper under I.R.C.P.54(a). 
On June 20, 2011, an Amended Final Decree of Divorce was 
entered. This Amended Final Decree of Divorce divided and awarded 
the parties' personal property and debts. It addressed custody and 
child support. In paragraph XVII of the Amended Final Decree of 
Divorce, Dr. Reed was again ordered to pay Ms. Reed $198,642.00 to 
equalize the property distribution. This paragraph further 
provided that if Dr. Reed did not pay, the Court would sign a civil 
judgment in Ms. Reed's favor upon presentment. In paragraph XVIII 
of the Amended Final Decree of Divorce, Dr. Reed was ordered to pay 
Ms. Reed attorney fees in the amount of $10,000.00. This paragraph 
also stated that if Dr. Reed did not pay, " ... the Court shall sign 
a civil judgment upon presentment in favor of Plaintiff in the 
amount of $10,000.00 to bear interest at the statutory rate." 
On October 19, 2011, Dr. Reed filed a motion for relief from 
judgment along with a supporting affidavit and memorandum. The 
hearing on this motion was scheduled for November 7, 2011, and was 
heard with Dr. Reed's motion to reconsider. At the conclusion of 
the hearing, Judge Wayman denied Dr. Reed's motion for relief from 
judgment. With respect to the motion to reconsider, he found that 
the judgment for attorney fees should not have been entered without 
affording Dr. Reed an opportunity to contest the fees. He set 
aside the judgment for attorney fees which had been entered on 
February 24, 2011. On November 15, 2011, an Order was entered 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
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vacating the award of attorney fees contained in the previous 
judgments. This order directed Ms. Reed to file an appropriate 
application for the award of attorney fees within 14 days of 
November 7, 2011. The remaining matters addressed on November 7, 
2011, were taken under advisement. 
On November 21, 2011, Ms. Reed filed a Memorandum of Costs and 
Fees. On December 2, 2011, a Second Amended Notice of Appeal was 
filed by Dr. Reed. Also, on the same date, an Objection to and 
Motion to Disallow Attorneys Fees and Costs along with other 
supporting documentation was filed. The Objection was scheduled 
for hearing on January 23, 2012. 
At the hearing which took place on January 23, 2012, Judge 
Wayman "reinstated" the $10,000.00 judgment for a partial award of 
attorney fees. TRANSCRIPT: Motions Hearing, p. 12, L. 21-25. He 
found that the balance owed on one debt secured by the house 
awarded to Ms. Reed was high by $2,000.00 and reduced the 
equalizing judgment amount from $198,642.00 to $196,642.00. 
TRANSCRIPT: Motions Hearing, p. 25, L. 15-25, p. 26, L.1-10. While 
he found that Ms. Reed was entitled to a judgment in the amount of 
$10,000.00 as a partial award of attorney fees, the actual judgment 
was not entered until June 8, 2012. 
On March 28, 2012, an Order was entered which scheduled the 
due dates for the briefs on appeal. The Appellant's Brief was due 
on May 2, 2012. The Respondent's Brief was due on May 30, 2012, and 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
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the Appellant's Reply Brief was due on June 20, 2012. 
On April 2, 2012, an ORDER ON MOTIONS was filed with respect 
to Judge Wayman's rulings at the January 23, 2012, hearing. A 
Fourth Amended Notice of Appeal was filed on April 12, 2012 to 
raise as issues on appeal Judge Wayman's rulings on January 23, 
2012 and those issues previously listed in the earlier notices of 
appeal. 
SECOND APPEAL 
On April 20, 2012, a Motion for Entry of Qualified Domestic 
Relations Orders was filed by Ms. Reed. This motion was scheduled 
for hearing on May 21, 2012. On May 11, 2012, Dr Reed filed a 
Defendant's Response and Objection to Plaintiff's Motion for Entry 
of Qualified Domestic Relations Order. A hearing was held on May 
21, 2012, and a transcript of this hearing has been prepared. It 
will hereinafter be referred to as "TRANSCRIPT: May Motions 
Hearing" as was discussed above. During the hearing, Judge Wayman 
ruled on several motions which had been filed by Ms. Reed's 
attorney. His rulings on May 21, 2012, with respect to the request 
for the entry of Qualified Domestic Relations Orders will be 
presented as issues in this appeal. 
As was discussed above, the judgment for attorney fees was not 
entered until June 8, 2012, and after Dr. Reed's Reply Brief for 
the first appeal had been filed. Because the $10,000.00 judgment 
for attorney fees had not been entered as of the date the Fourth 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
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Amended Notice of Appeal was filed on April 20, 2012, a Notice 
Concerning Entry of Final Appealable Order was filed with the Court 
on July 12, 2012, to perfect the earlier appeal from the attorney 
fee award pursuant to the provisions of I .A.R.17 (e) (2) . This 
rule states that where a notice of appeal is filed from an 
appealable judgment or order before the formal written entry of 
such order, the appeal shall become valid upon the filing and 
placing of the stamp of the clerk of the court on the judgment or 
order. While this rule further states that the appeal will be 
deemed valid without the refiling of the notice of appeal once the 
written order appealed from had been entered, the best course of 
action appeared to be to file a new notice of appeal. 
On June 8, 2012, the Court entered several qualified domestic 
relations orders. On June 29, 2012, a further order was entered 
concerning the retirement accounts. Attached to the order were 
several Letters of Authorization directed to the entities managing 
the retirement accounts. The Letters of Authorization directed the 
transfer of the accounts from Dr. Reed's name to Ms. Reed. The 
order also appointed John Sahlin to sign these Letters of 
Authorization on behalf of Dr. Reed to transfer the accounts to Ms. 
Reed. 
On July 17, 2012, a Notice of Appeal was filed. One of the 
orders appealed from, as stated in the Notice of Appeal, is the 
June 8, 2012 judgment for attorney fees. 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
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decided in the first appeal but the determination was made to 
include this order in the Notice of Appeal to avoid any claim of 
waiver. The Notice of Appeal also designated the orders entered on 
June 8, 2012 and on June 29, 2012 as further orders for which 
appellate review was requested. 
On July 19, 2012 Dr. Reed tendered into the Court the sum of 
$10,100.00 as full payment for the judgment against him for 
attorney fees. This tender was made pursuant to the provisions of 
I.C.10-1115 and was made to avoid an execution sale pursuant to the 
attorney fee judgment. Ms. Reed filed a motion on August 9, 2012, 
requesting that Judge Wayman enter an order directing that these 
funds be paid to her. A hearing on this motion was scheduled for 
August 20, 2012, and after the hearing an order was entered on 
August 30, 2012, directing that these funds be paid to her through 
counsel. 
C. STATEMENT OF FACTS: 
The trial took place on January 13 and 14, 2011. On January 
28, 2011, the Court orally announced it's decision. 
On pages 69 and 70 of the TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision 
Hearing, and after Judge Wayman had valued, divided and awarded all 
of the parties' property on the previous pages of the transcript, 
he concluded that the value of the property awarded to Dr. Reed was 
$1,037,175.00. He found that the debts awarded to Dr. Reed were in 
the amount of $210,129.00. He found that the net award to Dr. Reed 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
8 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1124of1249 
was in the amount of $827,046.00. 
Over half of the dollar value of the assets awarded to Dr. 
Reed consisted of 700 shares of stock in Mountain Health Care, 
Inc .. These 700 shares were found by Judge Wayman to represent a 
22.97 percent interest in the total ownership of this corporation. 
TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 45, L. 19-23. Judge 
Wayman assigned these shares to Dr. Reed at a value of 
$642,045.00. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 63, L. 
19-21. None of the assets awarded to Dr. Reed were liquid in nature 
and available to pay any obligations imposed upon him by the Court. 
On page 69, L. 16-20, TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision, 
Judge Wayman found that the value of the property awarded to Ms. 
Reed was $667,524.00. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 
69, L. 16-17. He found that she should pay debts in the amount of 
$238,061.00. He stated that the net award to her was in the amount 
of $429,063.00. He stated at p. 70, L. 6-9 of the TRANSCRIPT: 
Court's Oral Decision Hearing that in order to equalize the 
distribution of property and debts, a judgment in favor of Ms. Reed 
and against Dr. Reed should be entered in the amount of 
$198,642.00. 
Ms. Reed stated that she went back to work several months 
after she had separated from Dr. Reed. TRIAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. II, 
P. 290, L. 14-24. Ms. Reed was deposed on September 13, 2010, and 
a copy of her deposition was admitted as Court's Exhibit 4. TRIAL 
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TRANSCRIPT, Vol. II, p. 374-375. At the time of her deposition, 
she was working three nights a week. Court's Exhibit 4, p. 64, L. 
6-13. She stated that her employment had changed from full time to 
something else at her own request. TRIAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. II, p. 
292, L. 20-25, p. 293, L. 1-4. As of the date of the trial, she 
stated that she was working an average of 24 hours per week. TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, Vol. II, p. 294, L. 21-25. 
During her testimony, Plaintiff's Exhibit 43 was admitted. 
TRIAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. II, p. 293, L. 7-23. This Exhibit stated 
that Ms. Reed was working 24 hours a week. She calculated her 
weekly gross income at $789.28 per week and her yearly gross income 
at $41,042.56 per year. Plaintiff's Exhibit 44 was also admitted 
at the same time as Plaintiff's Exhibit 43. Plaintiff's Exhibit 44 
was Ms. Reed's work schedule and it reflected that she worked 
Friday, Saturday, Sunday and Monday every other week. This would 
average out to two 12 hour shifts a week. 
Even though the evidence was uncontradicted that Ms. Reed 
averaged 24 hours a week, Judge Wayman stated that she was only 
working 24 hours every two weeks. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral 
Decision Hearing, p. 32, L. 1-8. He found that she was making 
$789.00 every two weeks but this was Ms. Reed's gross earnings for 
24 hours each week. He found that Ms. Reed's yearly income was 
$20,514.00 per year (TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 
32, L. 12-15) when Ms. Reed had correctly calculated her income for 
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working 24 hours a week to be $41,042.56 per year in Plaintiff's 
Exhibit 43. 
At the conclusion of the trial on January 14, 2011, Judge 
Wayman deemed the parties divorced as of today. TRIAL TRANSCRIPT. 
Vol. II, p. 439, L. 22-23. His stated purpose in doing this was to 
give him a date certain to fix the values and debts of the parties. 
TRIAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. II, p. 439, L. 24-25. 
One of the assets Dr. Reed acquired during the marriage was a 
401 ( k} account with Mountain Heal th Care, P. c .. Judge Wayman 
awarded this 401 (k) account to Ms. Reed in the Amended Decree of 
Divorce which was entered on June 20, 2011. This item was listed 
as i tern number 5 on the Inventory of Property attached to the 
Amended Decree of Divorce and the value set forth on this Inventory 
was $17, 000.00. As is established by Defendant's Exhibit G, Dr. 
Reed had been employed by Mountain Health Care, P.C. for a number 
of years. He was employed by Mountain Health Care, P.C. at the 
time of trial and continued to be employed by Mountain Health Care, 
P. C. for several months after the marriage was terminated on 
January 14, 2011. Because the marriage was dissolved effective 
January 14, 2012, any contributions to this 401 (k} from either the 
Defendant's post divorce earnings or from his employer based on 
continued work after the divorce would be Dr. Reed's sole and 
separate property. 
On April 20, 2012, a Motion for Entry of Qualified Domestic 
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Relations Order was filed by Ms. Reed. Attached to this Motion was 
a proposed QDRO for the Mountain Heal th Care, P. C. plan. The 
proposed QDRO for the Mountain Health Care, P.C. 401 (k) plan 
provided for the transfer of 100% of the accumulated account 
balance as of June 20, 2011, not the January 14, 2011, date of 
divorce. The two Letters of Authorization attached to the Motion 
also specified June 20, 2011, as the effective marital dissolution 
date instead of the correct date of January 14, 2011. In her 
Motion, the Plaintiff failed to cite any authority in support of 
her request that Judge Wayman enter QDROS with respect to any of 
the four retirement accounts held in Dr. Reed's name which were 
awarded to Ms. Reed. 
On May 14, 2012, a document entitled Defendant's Response and 
Objection to Plaintiff's Motion for Entry of Qualified Domestic 
Relations Order was filed. In this Response, Dr. Reed contended 
that none of the rules cited in Ms. Reed's Motion authorized the 
Court to enter QDROS. In this Response, Dr. Reed also contended 
that the Court did not reserve jurisdiction in the June 20, 2011, 
Amended Decree of Divorce to enter QDROS. He also pointed out that 
the marital dissolution date was January 14, 2011, and that this 
was the date which should be used in the QDROS and documents and 
not June 20, 2011. 
The hearing on the Motion for Entry of Qualified Domestic 
Relations Orders was held on May 21, 2012. 
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that he was granting the motion pursuant to Rule 70. TRANSCRIPT: 
May Motions Hearing, p. 24, L. 6-25. Without citing any authority, 
Judge Wayman found that it was unnecessary for a Decree to reserve 
jurisdiction so that the Court could enter QDROs. TRANSCRIPT: May 
Motions Hearing, p. 25, L. 10-22. 
The Qualified Domestic Relations Order for the Mountain Health 
Care, P.C. 401 (k), which was entered on June 8, 2012, specified 
that Ms. Reed was to receive 100% of the account balance as of June 
20, 2011, not as of the marital dissolution date of January 14, 
2011. This order transferred not only the benefits accrued during 
marriage, but also benefits Dr. Reed accrued after the parties' 
marriage had been dissolved. Attached to the June 29, 2012, order 
were several Letters of Instruction and two of the four specified 
that the marital dissolution date was June 20, 2011, not January 
14, 2011. It is unclear whether or not either of the two pertained 
to the Mountain Health Care, P.C. 401 (k) plan, but neither used 
the correct date as the marital dissolution date. 
On July 19, 2012, Dr. Reed tendered into the Court the sum of 
$10,100.00 as full payment for the judgment against him for 
attorney fees. This tender was made to avoid an execution sale on 
the judgment for attorney fees and was made pursuant to the 
provisions of I.C.10-1115 to preserve his right to appeal from the 
attorney fee award and judgment. 
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ISSUES ON APPEAL 
I 
WAS IT ERROR FOR MS. REED TO BE AWARDED A PORTION OF HER 
ATTORNEY FEES 
II 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN HAVE JURISDICTION TO ENTER A QUALIFIED 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER WHICH WOULD TRANSFER POST DIVORCE 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO DR. REED'S MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES, P.C. 401 (k) 
PLAN TO MS. REED 
III 
DID THE COURT ERR IN AUTHORIZING A COURT APPOINTED CONSERVATOR 
TO SIGN DOCUMENTS IN PLACE OF DR. REED IN TWO OF THE QDROS 
IV 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN ERR IN CONCLUDING THAT HE WAS AUTHORIZED BY 
I.R.C.P.70 TO ENTER QDROS 
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ARGUMENT 
I 
WAS IT ERROR FOR MS. REED TO BE AWARDED A PORTION OF HER 
ATTORNEY FEES 
PRELIMINARY STATEMENT: Judge Wayman's decision to award Ms. 
Reed a portion of her attorney fees is the subject of another 
presently pending appeal in the above entitled case. Should the 
District Court reverse the award of attorney fees in the first 
appeal, this issue in the present appeal would become moot. 
A. MS. REED'S REQUEST FOR ATTORNEY FEES AND COSTS SHOULD HAVE 
BEEN DENIED BECAUSE SHE FAILED TO MAKE A TIMELY AND PROPER REQUEST 
FOR AN AWARD OF FEES AND COSTS: 
On January 28, 2011, Judge Wayman orally awarded Ms. Reed a 
judgment in the amount of $10,000.00 for a partial award of her 
attorney fees and costs. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision 
Hearing, p. 74, L. 9-20. At the time he made this award, Ms. Reed 
had not filed a Memorandum of Costs and Fees and Dr. Reed had not 
had the opportunity to object to any of her claimed fees and costs. 
The written judgment was not entered until February 24, 2011 and as 
of the date of the entry of this judgment, Ms. Reed had not filed 
a Memorandum of Fees and Costs nor did she do so within 14 days 
after the entry of this judgment. 
In Medical Recovery Services, L.L.C. v. Jones, 145 Idaho 106, 
175 P. 3d 795 (Ct. App. 2007), the trial court awarded attorney 
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fees before a memorandum of fees and costs had been filed. The 
Idaho Court of Appeals held that this was error and stated at page 
110 Idaho that: 
"In this case, the magistrate acted prematurely and improperly 
at the January 23, 2006 hearing by awarding a specific amount of 
attorney fees before having received a Rule 54(d) (5) memorandum of 
costs and fees and Rule 54(e} (5) affidavit which are necessary for 
the application of the Rule 54(e(3)factors." 
Judge Wayman recognized his error. On November 15, 2011, an 
Order was entered which set aside the $10, 000. 00 Judgment for 
Attorney Fees. The Order further stated that if Ms. Reed wished to 
pursue her claim for an award of fees and costs, she was required 
to file an appropriate memorandum of fees and costs within 14 days. 
During a later hearing in May of 2012, Judge Wayman stated that the 
Court had abused it's discretion by not giving Dr. Reed a chance to 
present argument and requiring the attorney fees to be fixed in 
accordance with the rules. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, p. 9, 
L. 11-18. 
I.R.C.P.54(d) (5) states that a memorandum of costs must be 
filed within 14 days after the entry of judgment. This Rule 
further provides that the failure to do so constitutes a waiver of 
the right to seek fees and costs. 
The equalizing judgment was entered on February 24, 2011. The 
Amended Final Decree of Divorce was filed on June 20, 2011. Ms. 
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Reed did not file her memorandum of fees and costs until November 
21, 2011 and well after the 14 day time limit had expired from 
either of these two judgments. Dr. Reed asserted this as one basis 
to deny the request for fees and costs contained in the Memorandum 
filed on November 21, 2011. 
In ruling on the timeliness objection, Judge Wayman stated 
that he did not think Ms. Reed was required to timely file a 
memorandum of fees and costs following the judgment where he had 
already set the amount and entered a judgment for those fees and 
costs. TRANSCRIPT: Motions Hearing, p. 6, L. 1-8. The above 
quoted language from the Medical Services Recovery, L.L.C case, 
however, would establish otherwise. Awarding a judgment for fees 
and costs without requiring Ms. Reed to file a memorandum of costs 
and without affording Dr. Reed the opportunity to object was 
premature and improper. 
In the next paragraph, Judge Wayman stated that after he had 
set the attorney fee judgment aside, he had given Ms. Graham a date 
to timely file a memorandum of costs. Since she had complied, he 
found that the November, 2011, fee request was timely filed. 
TRANSCRIPT: Motions Hearing, p. 6, L. 9-14. I.R.C.P.6(b) permits 
the Court to enlarge time if the request to enlarge time is made 
before the expiration of the period originally prescribed. This 
part of the rule was not applicable because the request for an 
enlargement of time was not made within the 14 days of the date the 
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initial cost bill should have been filed. I.R.C.P.6(b) also allows 
the time to be enlarged after the time has run upon a showing of 
excusable neglect. Ms. Reed did not move to enlarge the time to 
file her Memorandum of Fees and Costs nor did she claim that her 
failure to timely file a cost and fee request was the result of 
excusable neglect. Judge Wayman made no finding that the failure 
to timely file a fee request was the product of excusable neglect. 
Ms. Reed's request for an award of attorney fees and costs should 
have been denied because it was untimely. 
The only attorney fee statute cited in Ms. Reed's Memorandum 
of Fees and Costs was I.C.12-120 (3), which pertains to the award 
of fees in a civil action to recover on an open account, account 
stated, note, bill, etc .. The Memorandum filed by Ms. Reed's 
attorney did not cite either I.C.32-704 or I.C.32-705 as the basis 
for the request for fees and costs. In Bingham v. Montane Resource 
Associates, 133 Idaho 420, 987 P. 2d 1035 (1999), the Idaho Supreme 
Court held, in part, at page 424 Idaho, that the District Court was 
not empowered to award fees on a basis not asserted by the moving 
party. Because the Memorandum of Fees and Costs did not cite 
either I.C.32-704 or I.C.32-705 as the basis of the fee request, 
Judge Wayman erred in awarding Ms. Reed fees under either of these 
two statutes. 
B: THE FACTS INTRODUCED AT TRIAL DO NOT SUPPORT AN AWARD OF 
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ATTORNEY FEES UNDER I.C.32-704 and I.C.32-705 
Judge Wayman's award of attorney fees was made pursuant to the 
provisions of I.C.32-704 and I.C.32-705. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral 
Decision Hearing, p. 71-72. Citing Jensen v. Jensen, 128 Idaho 
600, 917 P. 2d 757 (1996), Judge Wayman stated that a disparity in 
incomes is generally sufficient to justify an award of attorney 
fees under I.C.32-704 (3), although an award might not be 
appropriate when a party has the financial resources necessary to 
prosecute or defend the action. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision 
Hearing, p. 72, L. 6-14. 
Ms. Reed was awarded assets valued at $ 667, 524. 00. 
TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p.69, L. 16-17. The 
debts awarded to Ms. Reed were in the amount of $238,061.00, with 
the net value of the award determined to be $429,463.00. 
TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 69, L. 18-20. Of 
this amount, $333,099.00 consisted of funds held in various 
retirement accounts. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 
62, L. 8-22. This award did not include the equalizing judgment 
amount of $198,642.00 discussed above. The net award to Ms. Reed, 
when this judgment is taken into consideration, would be 
$628,105.00. Ms. Reed did not lack sufficient property to provide 
for her reasonable needs which is a factor the Court must consider 
under I.C.32-705(1) (a) and Judge Wayman did not so find. 
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I.C.32-705 (1) (b) requires the Court to consider whether or 
not the person seeking an award of attorney fees is unable to 
support himself or herself through employment. At the time Judge 
Wayman decided to award Ms. Reed a portion of her attorney fees and 
costs, he mistakenly believed that she was making only about 
$20,000.00 per year. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 
72, L. 18-23. She was making at least twice this amount working 
two days a week. She could have earned over $60,000.00 per year by 
working one more shift a week and the evidence established that she 
had been working three shifts a week earlier in 2010. 
Judge Wayman abused his discretion by determining that Ms. 
Reed was only making $20,000.00 per year in order to establish a 
basis to award attorney fees in her favor. This mistake is similar 
to the magistrate's misreading of an Exhibit in the Jensen case 
cited above which is discussed at pages 605 and 606 and which was 
found to have resulted in an incorrect analysis. This mistake 
alone should result in the reversal of the judgment for attorney 
fees and a remand back to Judge Wayman for a further determination 
with respect to whether or not Ms. Reed is entitled to an award of 
fees based on Ms. Reed's actual income level of $41,042.56 
(Plaintiff's Exhibit 43) and a potential income of over $60,000.00. 
In deciding to award Ms. Reed a portion of her attorney fees 
and costs, it is not apparent from the record that Judge Wayman 
considered the child support award of $1,190.00 per month 
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commencing in February of 2011. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision 
Hearing, p. 36, L. 20-25, p. 37, L. 1. In Jensen, at page 606 
Idaho, the magistrate's consideration of the child support amount 
as income in the context of determining whether or not to award 
fees under I.C.32-704 and I.C.32-705 was discussed and the Idaho 
Supreme Court did not find that this was error. 
Judge Wayman's award of attorney fees was made pursuant to the 
provisions of I.C.32-704 and I.C.32-705. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral 
Decision Hearing, p. 71-72. Citing Jensen v. Jensen, 128 Idaho 
600, 917 P. 2d 757 (1996), Judge Wayman stated that a disparity in 
incomes is generally sufficient to justify an award of attorney 
fees under I.C.32-704 (3), although an award might not be 
appropriate when a party has the financial resources necessary to 
prosecute or defend the action. TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision 
Hearing, p. 72, L. 6-14. 
Monthly billing statements from Ms. Reed's attorney are 
attached to the Memorandum of Fees and Costs filed on November 21, 
2011. The pages show that Ms. Reed kept up with her attorney fees 
and costs as the case progressed and that as of January 2, 2011, 
she had a zero balance owing. Mr. Phelps stated that he was the 
owner of PCG Consultants. TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Vol. I, p. 98, L. 24-
25, p. 99, L. 1. Attached as Exhibit C to the Memorandum of Costs 
was an invoice showing that as of February 18, 2011, PCG 
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Consultants had been fully paid in the amount of $10,000.00. Ms. 
Reed clearly had the ability to pay her own attorney fees and 
costs. Her attorney fees could also have been paid from the 
$198,642.00 (later reduced to $196,642.00) judgment which was 
awarded in her favor against Dr. Reed 
For the foregoing reasons, this Court should find that Judge 
Wayman erred in making a partial award of attorney fees to Ms. 
Reed. His decision should be reversed. Ms. Reed should also be 
ordered to immediately pay the sum of $10,100.00 to Dr. Reed to 
reimburse him for the monies she received from him through his 
tender to the Court. 
II 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN HAVE JURISDICTION TO ENTER A QUALIFIED 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER WHICH WOULD TRANSFER POST DIVORCE 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO DR. REED'S MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES, P.C., 401 (k) 
PLAN TO MS. REED. 
At the end of the last day of trial on January 14, 2011, Judge 
Wayman orally declared that the parties would be deemed divorced. 
TRIAL TRANSCRIPT: Vol. II, p. 439, L. 20-25. One of the stated 
reasons for this was to give the Court a date to fix values. TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT: Vol. II, p. 439 L.24-25, p. 440, L. 1. On page 2, in 
paragraph nu.rnbered II, of the June 20, 2011, Amended Decree of 
Divorce, it was ordered that effective 12:01 a.m., on January 14, 
2011, the bonds of matrimony of the parties were dissolved and the 
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Plaintiff granted an absolute Decree of Divorce from the Defendant. 
Page 12 of the Amended Decree of Divorce further stated that it was 
"NUNC PRO TUNC this 28th day of January, 2011." This was the date 
Judge Wayman orally announced his decision. See TRANSCRIPT: Court's 
Oral Decision Hearing. 
The QDRO which was entered on June 8, 2012, did not divide the 
assets in the Mountain Health Services, P.C. 401 (k) as of the date 
of the divorce of January 14, 2011 nor in accordance with the 
Amended Decree of Divorce entered on June 20, 2011. On page 3, in 
paragraph numbered 8, the QDRO stated that 100% of Dr. Reed's total 
account balance under the plan as of June 20, 2011, plus investment 
gains until the date of distribution, were being assigned to the 
Alternate Payee (Ms. Reed). One Letter of Authorization and one 
Letter of Instruction approved by the Court in the order entered on 
June 29, 2012, also used the date of June 20, 2011, as the division 
date. It is unclear if either may have applied to the Mountain 
Health Services, P.C. 401 (k) plan. 
The Court does not have jurisdiction to modify the property 
provisions of a divorce decree after it has become final. Paul v. 
Paul, 97 Idaho 889, 566 P. 2d 365 (1976). The Court does not have 
jurisdiction to award one party's separate property to the other 
party. Schneider v. Schneider, 151 Idaho 415, p. 426-427, 258 P. 
3d 450 (2011) . The Court did not have jurisdiction to amend the 
property division by awarding Ms. Reed increases in the 401 (k) 
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plan attributable to contributions after January 14, 2011. The 
Court did not have jurisdiction to award post divorce contributions 
to the 401 (k) plan to Ms. Reed because these increases were Dr. 
Reed's separate property. The June 8, 2012, QDRO pertaining to 
the Mountain Health Care, P.C. 401 (k) should be set aside. The 
June 29, 2012, Order as it pertains to any Letter of Instruction or 
Letter of Authorization, should also be set aside to the extent 
that it authorizes Mr. Sahlin to sign orders with dissolution dates 
of June 20, 2011, instead of the actual date of the divorce. 
III 
DID THE COURT ERR IN AUTHORIZING A COURT APPOINTED CONSERVATOR 
TO SIGN DOCUMENTS IN PLACE OF DR. REED IN TWO OF THE QDROS 
Attached to her Motion for Entry of Qualified Domestic 
Relations Order filed on April 20, 2012, were four proposed QDROS. 
The proposed orders for the T.Rowe-Price IRA and the Smith Barney 
IRA contained the following language in bold print on page 2 in 
paragraph 3 of both orders: ~In the event the Participant refuses 
to take any steps necessary in order to effectuate the transfer of 
the called-for portion to Alternate P:ayee, the Court-Appointed 
Conservator is authorized to sign any documents in place of the 
Participant." In her Motion, Ms. Reed referred to John Sahlin as 
the "Court Appointed Conservator for Scott A. Reed". John Sahlin 
was never appointed as Dr. Reed's conservator. 
As claimed authority for her Motion, Ms. Reed's attorney 
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cited I.R.C.P.7(b) (1) and I.R.C.P. 70. Neither of these rules 
authorized Judge Wayman to enter an order authorizing a court 
appointed conservator to sign documents on Dr. Reed's behalf to 
transfer his retirement benefits to Ms. Reed. During the hearing 
held on May 21, 2012, Dr. Reed objected to the appointment of John 
Sahlin as his conservator and advised the Court that Ms. Reed had 
failed to provide the Court with any authority for the appointment 
of John Sahlin to act as his conservator. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions 
Hearing, p. 22, L. 7-18. 
During the hearing, Judge Wayman agreed that John Sahlin was 
not a court appointed conservator. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions 
Hearing, p. 26, L. 7-8. He further stated that Mr. Sahlin would 
not be appointed as a conservator but he would be authorized to 
execute documents under Rule 70. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, 
p. 26, L. 16-18. Nonetheless, on June 8, 2012, QDROs for the Smith 
Barney IRA and the T. Rowe-Price IRA were entered which both 
contained the language quoted above concerning a ~court-Appointed 
Conservator". Both orders should be reversed. 
IV 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN ERR IN CONCLUDING THAT HE WAS AUTHORIZED BY 
I.R.C.P.70 TO ENTER QDROS 
The Amended Final Decree of Divorce, which was entered on June 
11, 2011, contained no reservation of jurisdiction to enter further 
orders to divide the retirement plans held in Dr. Reed's name. 
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Subject to whatever the outcome might be from the first appeal, the 
Amended Final Decree of Divorce was final effective 42 days after 
it was entered. The Court does not have jurisdiction to modify the 
property provisions of a divorce decree after it has become final. 
Paul v. Paul, 97 Idaho 889, 566 P. 2d 365 (1976). 
In her Motion for Entry of Qualified Domestic Relations Order 
filed on April 20, 2012, Ms. Reed asked that the four draft QDROs 
attached to her Motion be entered by the Court. As claimed 
authority for the Court to enter the attached proposed QDROs, Ms. 
Reed's attorney cited I.R.C.P.7(b) (1) and I.R.C.P. 70. Neither of 
these rules of procedure authorize the Court to enter QDROs to 
divide retirement plans and benefits. 
The first sentence of I.R.C.P.7 (b) (1) states that "An 
application to the court for an order shall be by motion which, 
unless made during hearing or trial, shall be in writing, shall 
state with particularity the grounds therefore, including the 
number of the applicable civil rule, if any, under which it is 
filed, and shall set forth the relief or order sought." This 
particular rule defines the requirements of a proper motion. This 
rule does not authorize the Court to divide retirement benefits by 
entering a QDRO. 
I.R.C.P.70, which was the second rule cited by Ms. Reed's 
attorney in support of her request for the entry of QDROs, also 
does not authorize the Court to enter QDROs. The first sentence of 
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I.R.C.P.70 states that, "If a judgment directs a party to execute 
a conveyance of land or to deliver deeds or other documents or to 
perform any other specific act and the party fails to comply within 
the time specified, the court may direct the act to be done at the 
cost of the disobedient party by some other person appointed by the 
court and the act when so done has like effect as if done by the 
party." Dr. Reed was never ordered to sign a QDRO. By definition, 
a QDRO is an order of the Court and must be signed by the Court. 
This rule does not vest authority in the Court to enter a QDRO nor 
does it even address the entry of QDROs in divorce proceedings. 
In response to her motion, Dr. Reed filed a document entitled 
DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE AND OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ENTRY 
OF QUALIFIED DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER on May 14, 2012. In this 
Response, Dr. Reed listed several reasons for denying Ms. Reed's 
motion, including her failure to state any legal authority in her 
Motion which authorized the Court to enter a QDRO. At the May 21, 
2012, hearing on her motion, the Court was advised that because Ms. 
Reed's attorney had cited no authority in her motion to authorize 
the Court to enter a QDRO, the matter was not properly before the 
Court. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, p. 22, L. 19-25. 
Despite the objection, Judge Wayman ruled that he was going to 
grant the motion pursuant to Rule 70. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions 
Hearing, p.24, L. 6-7. This was in error as I.R.C.P.70 does not 
apply as is addressed above. It was also in error because Ms. 
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Reed's motion failed to cite any authority which authorized the 
Court to enter a QDRO. As was stated in Patton v. Patton, 88 Idaho 
288, 399 P. 2d 262 (1965), the requirement of particularity in a 
motion is not intended to be a matter of form. A motion which 
fails to state the grounds for the motion is not in conformity with 
the rules. 
All four QDROS should be set aside because Ms. Reed failed to 
comply with I.R.C.P.7 (b) (1) by failing to cite any authority for 
her request that the QDROs be entered by the Court. All four QDROs 
should also be set aside because Judge Wayman erred in ruling that 
I.R.C.P.70 authorized him to enter them. All four QDROs should be 
set aside because jurisdiction was not retained by the Court to 
enter further orders in the case to transfer the retirement 
benefits to Ms. Reed. 
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CONCLUSION 
The Court should find that Judge Wayman erred in entering a 
judgment against Dr. Reed for a portion of Ms. Reed's attorney 
fees. The June 8, 2012 judgment should be set aside and Ms. Reed 
should be ordered to pay Dr. Reed the $10,100.00 he tendered to the 
Court to avoid execution. All four QDROs should be set aside and 
the matter remanded back for further proceedings. 
DATED thisJ ( day of(/(. &0, 2012. 
DAN J. RUDE 
Attorney for Appellant 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
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COMES NOW, the Plaintiff/Respondent STEPHANIE M. REED, (hereafter 
Respondent/Ms. Reed), by and through her Attorney of Record, SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, 
and responds to Defendant/Appellant SCOTIA. REED'S Second Brief on Appeal (hereafter 
Appellant/Dr. Reed) as follows: 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. NATURE OF THE CASE: 
This is a divorce matter. The Appellant shall be referred to as Dr. Reed. The 
Respondent shall be referred to as Ms. Reed. Dr. Reed has previously argued the issue of 
the attorney's fees award and should be precluded from making duplicate and repeated 
arguments on the same issue. There is no legal basis therefor in the Idaho Appellate 
Rules nor any citation of authority presented by Dr. Reed's counsel for additional 
argument; nor did Dr. Reed follow the appellate rules and augment his previous briefing, 
in lieu of repeated briefing/appeals. 
Dr. Reed's second issue is related to post-judgment contributions made to a 401K 
plan and that the Trial Court Judge erred in awarding contributions that he alleges had 
been made after the divorce was granted. This issue has never been presented to the 
Magistrate Court and should not be heard for the first time on Appeal. Dr. Reed should 
have presented this issue to the Magistrate Court with the proof and documentation of the 
amount of the alleged incorrect transfer. Dr. Reed should be precluded from presenting 
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issues that should have been properly brought before the Magistrate Court for the first 
time on appeal. IAR 11.2 
B. COURSE OF THE PROCEEDINGS: 
Ms. Reed partially adopts Dr. Reed's recitation of the Course of Proceedings and 
the Transcript Identification: 
1. TRIAL TRANSCRIPT: Trial January 13-14, 2011. Citation as "TRIAL 
TRANSCRIPT, vol, page and line number." 
2. TRANSCRIPT Court's Oral Decision Hearing: January 28, 2011. Citation as 
"TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing" page and line number." 
3. TRANSCRIPT: Various Motions Hearing: April 22, 2011; July 25, 2011; 
September 28, 2011 and November 7, 2011. Citation as "TRANSCRIPT: Various 
Motions Hearings" appropriate date, page and line number. 
4. TRANSCRIPT: Motions hearing January 23, 2012. Cited as "TRANSCRIPT: 
Motions hearing" page and line number. 
5. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing. Contains the hearing on May 21, 2012. 
Cited as "TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, page and line." 
FIRST APPEAL 
Dr. Reed improperly argues facts from the First Appeal in his Second Brief on 
Appeal. Although unsure as to how to argue the improper and untimely factual statement 
presented by Dr. Reed, Ms. Reed provides the following factual corrections: 
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l. The Judgment that was entered for Attorney's Fees and Costs in the name of 
Stephanie Reed and/or Suzanna L. Graham, Attorney at Law was timely filed in 
this case on February 24, 2011. 
2. The Trial Transcript was prepared and utilized as the Final Court Order as it was 
anticipated that nothing prepared by either Counsel would be agreed upon by Dr. 
Reed. There is nothing improper about utilizing the transcript of the Court's Oral 
Ruling as the final judgment when the parties are unable to agree on the wording 
and verbiage. Due to Dr. Reed's obstructionist manner, it was determined by 
Counsel that the Court's oral decision would be the Final Order in this action. 
TRIAL TRANSCRIPT, Court Oral Decision; p. 6, L 16-23. Routinely when the 
verbiage of the Order cannot be agreed upon, the parties frequently agree to utilize 
the transcript of the Court's ruling. Often times, the Court will Order the same if 
the parties are unable to agree upon the language of the Order. The Judgment that 
was entered for Attorney's Fees is in compliance with IRCP 54. 
3. The Attorney's Fees award made by the Court was a portion of the attorney's fees 
Ms. Reed has incurred and continues to incur. Dr. Reed incorrectly states that he 
was ordered to pay Ms. Reed's attorney's fees in the amount of$10,000. Ms. 
Reed's attorney's fees are well above that amount and continue to increase as a 
result of these repeated frivolous Appeals. 
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4. Dr. Reed argues that the Judgment for Attorney's Fees was not entered until June 
8, 2012. This is incorrect. The previous Judgment for Attorney's Fees was 
REINSTATED per the Judge's Order, so it has been in effect with statutory interest 
continuing to accrue since February 24, 2011. 
5. The Idaho Appellate Rules provide NO basis for the repeated filing of appeals in 
an action, and Dr. Reed's recent appeal and brief should be dismissed as not being 
timely filed. The last appealable order from which an appeal could be taken was 
entered June 20, 2011, which is the date of the entry of the Amended Final Decree 
of Divorce. However, that date, June 20, 2011, is an incorrect date from which to 
calculate the deadline for filing a Notice of Appeal as the AMENDED FINAL 
DECREE OF DIVORCE was entered NUNC PRO TUNC to January 28, 2011. 
Further, in the Amended Final Decree of Divorce entered June 11, 2011 Nunc Pro 
Tune to January 28, 2011, on page 2, Paragraph II entitled DIVORCE, it says: "IT 
IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND DECREED that effective 12:01 a.m. 
on January 14, 2011, the bonds of matrimony heretofore and now existing between 
the parties are wholly and forever dissolved and the parties are released, each 
form the other and.from all matrimonial obligations and that Plaintiff is granted 
an absolute Decree of Divorce from Defendant on the grounds of Irreconcilable 
Differences. " 
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Even assuming that June 20, 2011 was the correct date from which to 
calculate the timely filing of a Notice of Appeal (Ms. Reed contends it is not), the 
proper procedure for Dr. Reed's counsel to have followed would have been to 
continuously amend the Notice of Appeal and move the Court to continue the 
briefing schedule within the pending appeal in order to avoid confusion and the 
waste of time required for repeated briefing on the same issues which only results 
in additional fees and costs to both parties. There is no authority for filing 
repeated appeals in one action and this Second Appeal and all six (6) subsequent 
Appeals must be dismissed since the District Court, standing in its appellate 
capacity, has no jurisdiction to hear the same. This will be further discussed in the 
argument section within this responsive brief. 
SECOND APPEAL 
Dr. Reed admits that the context of the current "Second Appeal" is the May 21, 
2012 hearing. The Second Amended Notice of Appeal was filed December 2, 2011. 
How can an appeal be taken from a hearing that had not been heard/announced as of the 
date of filing the Notice of Appeal? The issues contained in the Second Amended 
Notice of Appeal are NOT the issues presented herein. Counsel for Ms. Reed would 
submit that Dr. Reed's Second Appeal should be dismissed as the Court does not have 
jurisdiction to hear an appeal filed on December 2, 2011 for issues presented June 8, 
2012. 
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Dr. Reed incorrectly relies upon IAR 17(e)(2) which states as follows: 
Premature Filing of Notice of Appeal. A notice of appeal filed from an 
appealable judgment or order before formal written entry of such document 
shall become valid upon the filing and placing the stamp of the clerk of 
court on such appealable judgment or order, without refiling the notice of 
appeal. 
The formal written order had been prepared as relates to Attorney's Fees, and the 
Second Appeal is frivolous and without legal foundation. 
The Hearing had not even been held on the alleged appeal issues contained in the 
Second Amended Notice of Appeal. Dr. Reed's reliance on IAR 17(e)(2) is mistaken as 
that Rule is for Orders that have not been formally written but ruled upon. This is not 
the case in this matter. 
A. STATEMENT OF FACTS: 
Ms. Reed agrees that Trial in this matter took place January 13 and 14, 2011; that 
Judge Wayman orally pronounced sentence on January 28, 2011; that the Court found that 
the Medical Building and the Medical Practice were to be awarded unto Dr. Reed. 
Recognizably, Ms. Reed does not hold a Medical License making her ineligible for 
ownership in the Medical Practice or the Building owned by the Physicians. 
Dr. Reed again argues issues in the factual statement within Appellant's Second 
Brief on Appeal that are not relevant to this Appeal. The income of Ms. Reed was fully 
briefed in the previous Appeal. The issue of the 401K has never been presented to the 
lower court and the Trial Judge specifically mentioned the approximate value related to 
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each asset. TRANSCRIPT Court Oral Ruling; p. 62-66, L 8-25. Generally the form 
Qualified Domestic Relations Order specifically asks for the date of Marriage to the date 
of Divorce and was properly awarded pursuant to the Court's Oral Pronouncement. 
Dr. Reed, for purposes of the Appeal TIME, states that the June 20, 2011 date is 
the date of the Final Order; however, for argument of the entry of the QDRO date, he 
argues that the date is January 28, 2011. Further, in the Amended Final Decree of 
Divorce entered June 11, 2011 Nunc Pro Tune to January 28, 2011, on page 2, Paragraph 
II entitled DIVORCE, it says: "IT IS HEREBY ORDERED, ADJUDGED AND 
DECREED that effective 12:01 a.m. on January 14, 2011, the bonds of matrimony 
heretofore and now existing between the parties are wholly and forever dissolved and the 
parties are released, each form the other and from all matrimonial obligations and that 
Plaintiff is granted an absolute Decree of Divorce from Defendant on the grounds of 
Irreconcilable Differences. " Dr. Reed cannot have it both ways. Ms. Reed submits that 
the CORRECT date is January 14, 2011. Hence, this Appeal is not timely filed and this 
issue should first proceed to the Magistrate Court before Appeal herein. 
Dr. Reed refused repeatedly to sign the Qualified Domestic Relations Order or the 
Letters of Instruction regarding the Investment Accounts which were awarded unto Ms. 
Reed.(These Accounts were Items 1, 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6 on the Inventory of Property List.) 
The Court specifically stated the values of each asset and the number of each asset. 
TRANSCRIPT, Court Oral Ruling; pp. 62-66, L 8-25; 1-25. 
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The Court held: "In summary, Dr. Reed needs to be correct. He needs to be right. 
And he needs to be in control. And that doesn't happen in a co-parenting situation." 
TRANSCRIPT oral ruling; p. 18, L 9-11. 
"Dr. Mays also indicated that Dr. Reed seemed to lack insight into what his role or 
his conduct may have had in the breakup of this marriage. Basically, it's not really his 
fault. It's his wife's fault. Or as the testimony came out at one point in Appellant/Dr. 
Reed's testimony, it's---if it's not his wife's fault, it may be his wife's lawyer's fault, or 
the guardian ad litem's fault. And again, that is consistent with Dr. Mays indicating 
someone who's not capable of recognizing their own responsibility and placing the blame 
on others where it isn't always one hundred percent on other people." TRANSCRIPT 
Oral Ruling; p. 17, L 2-13. 
Dr. Reed refused to sign the investment transfer documents after repeated orders to 
do so. Therefore, pursuant to l.R.C.P 70, Ms. Reed moved to have a signor appointed for 
the disobedient party. 
B. STATEMENT OF THE CASE: 
Ms. Reed does not concur with Dr. Reed's statement of the case but will argue 
fact-specific analysis pursuant to each issue presented in this Second Amended Notice of 
Appeal, in order to avoid rearguing the First Appeal issues. 
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The Idaho Supreme Court Data Repository for this case shows the following: 
1. Attorney Mike Palmer filed a Notice of Appeal on July 25, 2011; 
2. Attorney Dan Rude filed a First Amended Notice of Appeal on October 25, 
2011; 
3. Attorney Dan Rude filed a Second Amended Notice of Appeal on 
December 2, 2011 (CURRENT APPEAL); 
4. Attorney Dan Rude filed a Third Amended Notice of Appeal on January 25, 
2012; 
5. Attorney Dan Rude filed a Fourth Amended Notice of Appeal on April 20, 
2012. 
6. Attorney Dan Rude filed a Notice of Appeal on July 17, 2012. 
INTRODUCTION: 
I. APPELLATE REVIEW: 
l.R.C.P. 83 (u) Appellate review. 
The Scope of appellate review on an appeal to the district court shall be as follows: 
(1) Upon an appeal from the Magistrate's division of the district court, not involving a 
trial de novo, the district court shall review the case on the record and determine the 
appeal as an appellate court in the same manner and upon the same standards of 
review as an appeal from the district court to the supreme court under the statutes 
and law of this state, and the appellate rules of the Supreme Court. 
(2). . . 
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II. REVIEW OF FINDINGS OF FACT: 
Findings of fact made by the trial court will not be set aside unless they are clearly 
erroneous. Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689 (S.C. 1990). Such findings will not be disturbed 
on Appeal if supported by substantial and competent evidence, even though such evidence 
maybe conflicting. Rohrv. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689 (S.C. 1990); Quiringv. Quiring, 130 Idaho 
560 (S.C. 1997). 
Deference must be given to the special opportunity of the trial court to assess and 
weigh the credibility of the witnesses who appear before it. Rohr v. Rohr, 118 Idaho 689 
(S.C. 1990). 
If findings of fact are not supported by substantial evidence, an abuse of discretion has 
occurred. Marguariz v. Siegel, 137 Idaho 556 (C.A. 2002). 
When the Appellate Court considers findings of fact made by the trial court, it will 
review the evidence in the light most favorable to the party who prevailed at trial. Silva v. 
Silva, 142 Idaho 900 (C.A. 2006). 
III. REVIEW OF CONCLUSIONS OF LAW: 
The Supreme Court and Court of Appeals will review freely conclusions of law 
reached, by stating legal rules or principles and applying them to the facts found. Liebelt v. 
Liebelt, 118 Idaho 845 (C.A. 1990). If the law has been properly applied to the facts as 
found, the judgment will be upheld on appeal. Stonecipher v. Stonecipher, 131 Idaho 731 
(S.C. 1998). 
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An appellate court will review questions oflaw freely. Hall v. Becker, 126 Idaho 848 
(S.C. 1995). 
The Appellate Court will not make credibility determinations or replace the trial 
court's factual findings by re-weighing the evidence. The evidence will be viewed in 
favor of the Magistrate's judgment and the appellate court will uphold the Magistrate's 
findings even ifthere is conflicting evidence. Danti v. Danti, 146 Idaho 929 (S.C. 2009). 
A. THIS APPEAL SHOULD BE DISMISSED pursuant to IAR 14(a). 
Dr. Reed continues to emphasize the date of entry of the Amended Decree of 
Divorce as being June 20, 2011. This is not the correct application of the law. The 
amendment relates back to the original Decree of Divorce which was entered on April 7, 
2011. IRCP 15(c). The Appeal needed to have been filed within forty (42) two days of 
April 7, 2011. IAR 14(a) The first appeal in this matter was not filed until July 25, 
2011; however, forty-two ( 42) days elapsed on May 22, 2011. Neither the First nor the 
Second Appeal were timely filed. Both appeals should be dismissed. 
To further this argument the date of entry of the Amended Decree of Divorce 
entered on June 20, 2011 was entered "NUNC PRO TUNC" back to the 28th day of 
January, 2011. An appeal would have needed to have been filed on or before March 12, 
2011 in order to be in compliance with the time for appeal, that being forty-two ( 42) days. 
This Court lost jurisdiction after the time for appeal had expired. 
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B. THIS APPEAL SHOULD BE DISMISSED pursuant to IAR 35(a)(4). 
Ms. Reed submits that the issues presented in the Dr. Reed's Brief on Second 
Appeal are res judicata as the same was previously covered as Issue V. in the original 
appeal in this matter. 
The issues presented in Dr. Reed's Brief on Second Appeal are stated as: 
1. Was it error for Ms. Reed to be awarded a portion of her attorney's fees. 
2. Did Judge Wayman have jurisdiction to enter a qualified Domestic 
Relations Order which would Transfer Post Divorce Contributions to Dr. 
Reed Mountain Health Services P.C. 401 (K) Plan to Ms. Reed. 
3. Did the Court err in authorizing a Court-appointed conservator to sign 
documents in place of Dr. Reed in two of the QDROS (sic). 
4. Did Judge Wayman err in concluding that he was authorized by I.R.C.P. 70 
to enter QDROS. 
The issues delineated in the SECOND AMENDED NOTICE OF APPEAL filed by 
Dr. Reed on December 2, 2011 did not include issues 2, 3, and 4 which are presented by Dr. 
Reed in the Brief on Second Appeal. 
Idaho Appellate Rule 35(4) ISSUES PRESENTED ON APPEAL. 
A list of the issues presented on appeal, expressed in the terms and 
circumstances of the case but without unnecessary detail. The statement of the 
issues should be short and concise, and should not be repetitious. The issues 
shall fairly state the issues presented for review. The statement of issues 
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presented will be deemed to include every subsidiary issue fairly comprised 
therein. 
Dr. Reed failed to list the pending issues (Issues 2, 3 and 4) in the Second 
Amended Notice of Appeal and therefore those issues should be dismissed as having not 
been timely filed within forty-two (42) days of anappealable order pursuantto IAR ll(a)l-7. 
C. THE APPEAL SHOULD BE DISMISSED as not being an appealable 
order pursuant to iar 14(a): 
Further, the Appeal should be dismissed as not timely filed. Dr. Reed 
had forty-two (42) days to file an appeal related to issues in the Final Order. 
IAR 14(a) Appeals From the District Court. . .. The time for an appeal 
from any civil judgment or order in an action is terminated by the filing of a 
timely motion which, if granted could affect any findings of fact, conclusions 
of law or any judgment in the action (except motions under Rule 60 of the 
Idaho Rules of Civil Procedure or motions regarding attorneys fees), in which 
case the appeal period for al/judgments or orders commences to run upon the 
date of the clerk's filing stamp on the order deciding such motion. 
ISSUE I: The Attorney's Fee issue presented by Dr. Reed in his brief is not 
timely and specifically excluded by IAR 14(a). Subsequent motions for Attorney's fees 
are not appealable after the original entered order. As such, this appeal is well past the 
forty-two (42) days. 
ISSUE II: The issue of signing a Qualified Domestic Relations Order has never 
been presented in the lower court and cannot be brought for the first time on Appeal. In 
addition, the entry of a QDRO is not appealable as it will not affect any finding of fact, 
conclusion of law or any judgment entered by the Court. This is merely enforcement of 
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the Court's announced decision. If the incorrect amount was utilized, Judge Wayman 
listed the approximate amount and the Date of Marriage and Divorce should be used in 
the QDRO. This is a proper IRCP 60 (b) Motion, ifthe QDRO was incorrect. Dr. Reed 
has not presented this issue to the Magistrate Court nor provided any information or proof 
that his funds were taken; regardless it will not affect the Court's Judgment in this matter. 
If his sums were erroneously removed, upon proof of the same Ms. Reed would certainly 
agree that that was not the Order. However, she had no knowledge of this issue until Dr. 
Reed filed Appellant's Brief on Second Appeal. 
ISSUE III and ISSUE IV: Once again these issues address enforcement directive 
of the previous Decree and are not final Appealable Judgments but merely Ms. Reed 
using remedies to enforce the Court's Order of January 28, 2011. The appeal is not 
timely as Dr. Reed states that the Second Amended Appeal which is at issue herein was 
filed on December 2, 2011, well past forty-two ( 42) days in which to Appeal. 
The Orders will not affect the findings of fact, conclusions of law or any judgment 
in the action. It was merely enforcement of a disobedient party to effectuate the Final 
Decree. Therefore, neither Issue III or Issue IV are Appealable Orders. 
LEGAL ARGUMENT: 
ISSUE I: 
a. This issue was previously addressed in the original brief and is Res Judicata. 
b. The issue is not appealable see IAR 14(a); (argument above). 
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c. The Attorney's fee issue was not timely filed within forty two (42) days (argument 
above). 
Dr. Reed incorrectly applies his own rule for a cost bill. A cost bill is necessary to 
determine the amount of the award of Attorney's Fees. In this case the Court had 
originally determined the amount of partial Attorney's fees to be $10,000. 
TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing; p. 74, L 9-20. Consequently, a cost bill 
to determine the amount was not ordered, nor required pursuant to the Rule. If the Court 
had determined that attorney's fees would be ordered but had not determined an amount, 
then Ms. Reed's Counsel would have been remiss in not filing a Memorandum of Costs. 
Since Judge Wayman ordered a set amount, the cost bill was not necessary. 
Subsequent to the Oral Pronouncement and entry of the Judgment for Attorney's 
Fees, based upon Dr. Reed's Motion to Reconsider, the Trial Court Judge did reconsider 
and withdrew the award of Attorney's fees. Within fourteen (14) days following the 
decision by the Trial Court Judge, Ms. Reed's Counsel filed her Memorandum of Costs. 
Judge Wayman recognized his error, and admitted he had abused his discretion by not 
giving Dr. Reed a chance to present argument and by not requiring the attorney's fees to 
be set in accordance to the Rules. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing; p. 9, L. 11-18.; 
p 13-L 1-25; through p 20, L 1-20. Dr. Reed timely filed his Motion to Reconsider; Judge 
Wayman reconsidered and corrected the mistake and allowed argument on the amount of 
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the partial payment of attorney's fees, then reinstated the amount previously imposed. 
Dr. Reed has no issue from which to appeal as the Magistrate Judge remedied any error. 
Dr. Reed's reliance upon IRCP 54 (d)(5) is wrong. The Court did not award 
Attorney's Fees on the ground of prevailing party which would have necessitated a cost 
bill pursuant to the Rule. 
PREVIOUS ARGUMENT: 
WAS IT ERROR FOR MS. REED TO BE A WARDED A PORTION OF HER 
ATTORNEY FEES: 
ISSUE 5: ATTORNEY'S FEES: The decision of whether to award attorney's 
fees pursuant to LC. Section 32-704 is discretionary. Antill v. Antill, 127 Idaho 954 
(C.A. 1996); Mc Afee v. Mc Afee, 132 Idaho 281 (C.A. 1999). 
Ms. Reed was awarded attorney's fees pursuant to IC 32-704 (3). The decision to 
award attorney's fees pursuant to said section is discretionary. The financial resources of 
the parties must be considered. Then the factors under I.C. 32-705 must be applied. 
An award of fees under LC. 32-704 (3) may be made during the pendency of the 
action and does not depend upon who prevails. A Trial Court Judge's consideration 
under I.C. 32-705 is not limited to only the factors stated in I.C. 32-705. Antill v. Antill, 
127 Idaho 954 (C.A. 1996). 
RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO APPELLANT'S SECOND BRIEF ON APPEAL- 16 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1169of1249 
NEW ISSUES/SECOND APPEAL 
Ms. Reed's reliance upon IRCP 54 is correct. Even though the Trial Court Judge did 
not make a ruling on that legal basis, it does upon closer inspection appear that a cost bill 
and ability to object were conditions precedent to an Attorney Fee award. The Trial Court 
Judge reconsidered and rescinded the Attorney's Fee award and directed that the cost bill 
be provided. Dr. Reed was given the opportunity to object, which he did. Upon the 
objection the Trial Court Judge denied the objection and reinstated the Attorney's fee 
award of $10,000. This was a mere "drop in the bucket" compared to Ms. Reed's actual 
attorney's fees resulting from Dr. Reed's conduct during the trial of this case. 
The Attorney's Fee award was made pursuant to IC 32-704. TRANSCRIPT: oral 
ruling: p. 70-74, L 1-25. Therefore, it was not necessary to cite a rule for the attorney's 
fees and costs in the Memorandum of Costs as the Judge had already ruled on the basis 
for the Attorney's Fees. 
Dr. Reed falsely states that Attorney's Fees were not asked for 
during the proceeding. The following pleadings are in the Clerk's Record and 
substantiate the numerous requests for Attorney's Fees by Ms. Reed. 
1. 12.28.09 - Divorce Complaint; 
2. 01.28.10 -Answer to Counterclaim; 
3. 03.11.10 - Motion to Freeze Accounts and Notice of Hearing; 
4. 03.25.10 - Motion for Additional Temporary Orders and Notice of Hearing; 
5. 07.14.10 - Motion to Compel Discovery; 
6. 07.22.10 - Motion for Protective Order, Sanctions and Quash Subpoena; 
7. 12.15.10 - Second Motion to Compel and Request for Attorney's Fees; 
RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO APPELLANT'S SECOND BRIEF ON APPEAL-17 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1170of1249 
8. 06.09 .11- Motion for Appointment of a person to sign on behalf of Disobedient 
Party pursuant to IRCP 70; 
9. 10.31.11- Plaintiff's Brief in Opposition to Defendant's Motion for 
Reconsideration; 
10. 04.19.12- Motion For Entry of Qualified Domestic Relations Order; 
11. 08.03.12 - Motion for Enforcement of Order and Motion for Signor to Execute 
Additional Documents on Behalf of Defendant; 
Dr. Reed is unfounded in his attempt to state that Ms. Reed did not request her Attorney's 
Fees, as proven by the above recitation. 
ISSUE II: 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN HA VE JURISDICTION TO ENTER A QUALIFIED DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS ORDER WHICH WOULD TRANSFER POST DIVORCE CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
DR. REED'S MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES P.C. 401 (K) PLAN TO MS. REED. 
IAR 11.2 does not permit the introduction on appeal of matters which should have 
been brought before the trial court. Campbell v. Campbell, 120 Idaho 394, 816 P.2d 350 
(Ct. App. 1991). This issue has never been presented to the Magistrate Court nor under a 
IRCP 60 (b) motion, nor by even presenting evidence that this action occurred. As such, 
it is not permitted to be presented the first time as an issue on appeal. Even in the briefing 
herein, Dr. Reed fails to provide any documentation to support what he alleges is true and 
he has never presented this particular issue to Judge Wayman nor to Ms. Reed's Counsel. 
Dr. Reed alleges that the same occurred on or about June 12, 2012 or June 29, 2012, and 
he states that he is appealing. The Second Amended Notice of Appeal was filed 
December 2, 2011; therefore, as such this issue was not filed within forty two ( 42) days 
and is not properly appealed. 
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The second Amended Notice of Appeal does not list as one of the issue a Qualified 
Domestic Relations issue/nor improper award. 
Further the Qualified Domestic Relations Order asks for the date of marriage and 
the date of divorce and were properly stated as January 14, 2011. 
Clerical Error/Mistake: Rule 60(b ), IRCP applies to those errors in which the 
type of mistake or omission is mechanical in nature, which is apparent in the record and 
which does not involve a legal decision or judgment by an attorney. A motion under rule 
60 (a) can only be used to make the judgment or record speak the truth and cannot be 
used to make it say something other than what originally was pronounced. Silsby v. 
Kepner, 140 Idaho 4210 (S.C. 2004). This is the remedy available for Dr. Reed in this 
matter. 
Sanctions for violation of IAR 11.2 are requested by Ms. Reed as this issue is 
clearly brought frivolously, unreasonably, and without foundation; there is no 
circumstance under which Dr. Reed may prevail under this issue. There is no legal basis 
provided nor Transcript cited by Dr. Reed as he has never presented this issue unto the 
Magistrate Court, nor provided any documentation/proof in support of the QDRO being 
incorrectly entered. 
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ISSUE III: 
DID THE COURT ERR IN AUTHORIZING A COURT APPOINTED 
CONSERVATOR TO SIGN DOCUMENTS IN PLACE OF DR. REED IN TWO 
OF THE QDROS (SIC). 
This issue is not from an Appealable Order. If Dr. Reed was angered about the 
form of the QDRO, he needed to present that to the Magistrate Court. This issue was not 
stated in the Second Amended Notice of Appeal and therefore is not properly before the 
Court. 
Procedural errors must be objected to at trial in order to be appealable. Failure to 
bring the objection to the attention to the trial court will result in a waiver of the 
objection. Camp v. Jimenez, 107 Idaho 878 (C.A. 1984). At no point in the proceeding 
did Dr. Reed pose an objection to the signatory form nor present any argument to the trial 
court. As such, the procedural error has been waived. 
"IRCP 70- Judgment for specific acts---Vesting Title. If judgment directs a party 
to execute a conveyance of land or to deliver deeds or other documents or to perform any 
other specific act and the party fails to comply within the time specified, the court may 
direct the act to be done at the cost of the disobedient party by some other person 
appointed by the court and the act when so done has like effect as if done by the party. 
" 
This issue is not proper as John Sahlin was merely appointed after the fact for 
enforcement of the Decree. Dr. Reed was ordered April 22, 2011 to sign any and all 
documents to effectuate the property rights within fourteen (14) days. TRANSCRIPT; 
May Motions hearing; p. 21, L 1-7. Dr. Reed was asked at the May hearings ifhe would 
sign; he said "NO". Dr. Reed had from January 28, 2011 until May, 2012 to sign the 
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QDRO(s) and he refused to do so. TRANSCRIPT; May 21 Motions hearing; p 21-27, L 
1-25. John Sahlin signed the letters of instruction on his behalf after the Court hearing 
granted to him the authority to do so. 
ISSUE IV: 
Did Judge Wayman err in concluding that he was authorized by I.R.C.P. 70 
to enter QDROS. 
"IRCP 70- Judgment for specific acts---Vesting Title. If judgment directs a party 
to execute a conveyance of land or to deliver deeds or other documents or to perform any 
other specific act and the party fails to comply within the time specified, the court may 
direct the act to be done at the cost of the disobedient party by some other person 
appointed by the court and the act when so done has like effect as if done by the party. 
" 
Attorney John Sahlin was appointed after Dr. Reed's refusal to sign the post decree 
documents. It was necessary for a signor to be appointed to effectuate the Court ordered 
decree. This was not a modification as claimed by Dr. Reed, but merely enforcement of 
the previous order. The courts have continued jurisdiction to enforce their Decrees. 
Procedural errors must be objected to at trial to be appealable. Failure to bring the 
objection to the attention to the trial court will result in a waiver of the objection. Camp 
v. Jimenez, 107 Idaho 878 (C.A. 1984). At no point in the proceeding did Dr. Reed pose 
an objection to the signatory form nor present any argument to the trial court. As such, 
the procedural error has been waived. 
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ATTORNEY'S FEES 
Ms. Reed requests Attorney's Fees in defense of this frivolous Appeal. 
"The Court has the authority to impose attorney's fees as sanctions if a party or a party's 
attorney is in violation of Idaho Appellate Rule 11.2 (formerly 11.1). This Rule is 
violated if the notice of appeal, petitions, motions, briefs or other documents are not 
grounded in good faith argument or are made for the improper purpose, such as to 
harass or increase the cost of litigation." Justice Silak, Family Lawyer-An Idaho 
Handbook (1998). 
Dr. Reed has not filed a timely Notice of Appeal for any issues presented herein. 
Dr. Reed has filed six (6) different Notice(s) of Appeal which are disorganized and not 
based in fact. The issues in the Second Amended Notice of Appeal are not the issues 
presented in the second brief and are therefore not grounded in fact and intended only to 
harass, punish and further increase the litigation costs of Ms. Reed whom just wants Dr. 
Reed to pay his judgments and move forward in a healthy manner. 
Pursuant to I.C. 12-121 even a prose litigant can be liable for attorney's fees when 
the appeal is frivolous, unreasonable and merely second guesses the trial court regarding 
conflicting evidence and particularly when the custody litigation appeared to be an 
unabated vendetta. Nelson v. Nelson, 144 Idaho 710 (2007). 
As stated by Judge Wayman and Dr. Mays, Dr. Reed has to be right and if not right 
he blame shifts and when that did not work in this action he began his litany of Appeals in 
RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO APPELLANT'S SECOND BRIEF ON APPEAL - 22 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1175of1249 
an effort to bury his ex-wife financially, which has worked thus far. Ms. Reed should be 
awarded all fees and costs on BOTH of the pending Appellate matters as not having been 
brought in good faith but in the unabated vendetta against Ms. Reed. 
Pursuant to IAR 40 and IAR 41, Ms. Reed requests Attorney's fees as prevailing 
party in this Appeal. Ms. Reed shall file a Memorandum of Costs and a claim for 
Attorney's Fees upon an award thereof. 
Sanctions may be awarded under IAR 11.1 if: (1) the other party's arguments are 
not well grounded in fact, warranted by existing law, or made in good faith, and (2) the 
claims were brought for improper purpose, such as unnecessary delay or increase in the 
costs of litigation. Davidson v. Riverland Excavating, Inc. 147 Idaho 339, 209 P.3d 636 
(2009). 
This Appeal is not timely, not pursuant to the Rules, Dr. Reed fails to provide 
proof or documentation of the allege grievance that he may have and failed to exhaust his 
remedies in the Magistrate Court. Dr. Reed continues his prolonged bitter punishment of 
Ms. Reed by the continuous filing of repeated appeals within one appellate action, for 
which there is no authority. The only reasonable conclusion is that he does so in order to 
cause Ms. Reed to incur more attorney's fees and to continue in his efforts to penalize her 
for divorcing him. 
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CONCLUSION 
The Respondent, Stephanie M. Reed, prays for relief consistent with the briefing 
and legal argument contained herein. 
DATED this~ day of November, 2012. 
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GENERAL RESPONSE TO BRIEF 
INCORRECT DESIGNATION OF BRIEF NAME 
Ms. Reed has entitled her most recent Brief dated November 
29th, 2012, her "RESPONDENT' s REPLY TO APPELLANT' s SECOND BRIEF ON 
APPEAL". This designation is misleading and incorrect. Dr. Reed's 
most recent brief, which was filed on November 31, 2012, was 
entitled "APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL", not "APPELLANT'S 
SECOND BRIEF ON APPEAL". This brief was his first brief in the 
second appeal filed by him and not a second brief submitted as part 
of his first appeal. All briefing on his first appeal had already 
been completed after he filed his APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF on June 
5, 2012. 
Ms. Reed's most recent Brief should have been designated as 
her "RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL." It 
would appear that this incorrect position as to the status of the 
briefs and the two different and separate appeals has caused some 
confusion and, as a result, Ms. Reed has presented arguments in her 
Brief which are not grounded in fact and which have no validity. 
This will be discussed more fully below. 
The following is in response to Ms. Reed's most recent Brief 
STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
A. NATURE OF THE CASE 
The confusion which has been created by the failure of Ms. 
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Reed to be able to separate the two appeals and the briefing 
associated with the two appeals begins on page 1 of her present 
brief. On this page, she contends that there is no legal basis in 
the Idaho Appellate Rules nor any authority which permits Dr. Reed 
to make further argument on Judge Wayman's award of attorney fees. 
With respect to his first appeal, Dr. Reed had and has the ability 
to move the Court for an order allowing him to augment his brief 
concerning the award of attorney fees at any time before the 
issuance of an opinion. I.A.R.34 (f) (2). He also is entitled to 
provide the Court with additional authorities before the issuance 
of an opinion without leave of the Court. I.A.R.34 (f) (1). Dr. 
Reed, however, is not presenting additional argument in his first 
appeal with respect to the decision to award attorney fees. His 
present argument is being made in this second appeal which he was 
entitled to file from the order and judgment regarding award of 
attorney fees which was entered on June 8, 2012. 
I.R.C.P.83 (a) (2) states that an appeal from the Magistrate's 
court to the District court may be made from any order which could 
be appealed from the District Court to the Idaho Supreme Court as 
to those orders listed in I.A.R.11. I.A.R. 11 (7) states that an 
appeal may be filed from any order made afer final judgment, 
excluding an order granting a motion to set aside a default 
judgment. All of the orders which will be addressed in this second 
appeal were made after the entry of the Amended Final Decree of 
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Divorce on June 20, 2011,and were and are appealable. This includes 
the written order for attorney fees which was entered on June 8, 
2012. 
Ms. Reed's Table of Authorities, which is set forth on pages 
ii and iii of her RESPONDENT'S REPLY BRIEF TO APPELLANT'S SECOND 
BRIEF ON APPEAL, fails to list and cite either I.R.C.P.83 (a) (2) 
or I.A.R.11 (7). Neither of these two rules are discussed in her 
present Brief. It is apparent from some of her arguments that she 
was unaware that the rules permit appeals from post judgment orders 
entered in civil proceedings and not just final judgments. 
Dr. Reed is not seeking to augment his earlier briefing in his 
earlier appeal concerning the award of attorney fees as is claimed 
by Ms. Reed on page 1 of her Brief. Dr. Reed has again argued 
about the award of fees to avoid any claim that he has waived this 
issue. Ms. Reed has not cited any authority for her claim that Dr. 
Reed cannot properly present the argument again on this issue in 
this second appeal. Had this court, on appeal, already ruled on 
the attorney fees issue, a different result would be required. 
On page 1 of her Brief, Ms. Reed claims that Dr. Reed did not 
object to the entry of the QDRO which would assign additions made 
to his 401 (k) account attributable to earnings after the divorce 
to Ms. Reed. She claims that he has waived this issue because it 
was not presented to Judge Wayman. She is incorrect. Attached to 
this Brief is a copy of the first two pages of the DEFENDANT'S 
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RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ENTRY OF QUALIFIED DOMESTICS 
RELATIONS ORDER which was filed on May 14, 2012. Dr. Reed clearly 
objected to the entry of any order assigning benefits he received 
after the marital dissolution date of January 14, 2011,to Ms. Reed. 
The Court does not have jurisdiction to award the separate 
property of one party to the other party. Pringle v. Pringle, 109 
Idaho 1026, 712 P. 2d 727 (Ct. App. 1985). Even if Dr. Reed had not 
objected at the trial court level to the allocation of post divorce 
additions to his plan to Ms. Reed, Judge Wayman did not have 
subject matter jurisdiction to award additions to the 401 (k) 
account which were based on earnings after the date of the 
parties's divorce as they would be separate property. A judgment 
which is entered without subject matter jurisdiction is void and 
unenforceable. Nadler v. Crest Corp. 93 Idaho 744, 472 P 2d 310 
(1970). 
Several of Dr. Reed's retirement accounts were awarded to Ms. 
Reed. The only one which was being funded through employment at 
the time of the divorce was his Mountain Health Services, P.C. 401 
(k) plan. Irrespective of whether or not additional contributions 
were made after the marital dissolution date of January 28, 2011, 
Judge Wayman did not have jurisdiction to enter an order which 
could potentially allocate post divorce contributions from Dr. 
Reed's separate property earnings to his 401 (k) account to Ms. 
Reed. 
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FIRST APPEAL 
On page 3 of her Brief, Ms. Reed contends that there was 
nothing improper with respect to utilizing the transcript of the 
Court's oral decision hearing as the final judgment in the case. 
Dr. Reed disagrees. 
The transcript Ms. Reed is referring to is the TRANSCRIPT: 
Court's Oral Decision Hearing with respect to the hearing which was 
held on January 28, 2011. At page 2, in lines 5-16, Judge Wayman 
specifically stated that his oral statements would constitute his 
findings of fact and conclusions of law. He stated that if anyone 
needed to have them in writing, they should obtain a transcript. He 
did not order that the transcript was to be used in place of a 
Decree of Divorce nor does the record reflect that the parties 
agreed to do so. In fact, he directed Ms. Reed's attorney to 
prepare an appropriate decree and other judgments within 14 days. 
TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 75, L. 1-5. 
A copy of the transcript of the Court's Oral Decision Hearing 
was attached to a cover sheet entitled FINDINGS OF FACT, 
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW AND FINAL DECREE OF DIVORCE which was entered on 
April 7, 2011. I.R.C.P.54 (a) states, in part, that, "A judgment 
shall not contain a recital of the pleadings, the report of a 
master, the record of prior proceedings, the court's legal 
reasoning, findings of fact, or conclusions of law." (Emphasis 
added). Because the order which was entered on April 7, 2011, did 
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not comply with I.R..C.P.54(a), it did not constitute a "judgment". 
The first "judgment" which was entered in the case was the Amended 
Final Decree of Divorce which was entered on June 20, 2011. 
Dr. Reed's former attorney, Mr. Palmer, filed a motion to 
reconsider on March 2, 2011, and an amended motion to reconsider on 
March 22, 2011. Both motions challenged Judge Wayman's findings of 
fact and conclusions of law. The timely filing of a motion which, 
if granted, could affect any findings of fact, conclusions of law 
and/or judgment suspends the time to file a notice of appeal until 
the motion has been decided and a written order has been entered. 
I.A.R..14 (a). The motion to reconsider was not heard until January 
23, 2012. A Third Amended Notice of Appeal was filed on January 
25, 2012. None of the issues which are part of Dr. Reed's first 
appeal have been waived because a timely appeal was not filed as is 
apparently being claimed by Ms. Reed throughout her present Brief. 
On page 4 of her Brief, Ms. Reed claims that the award of 
attorney fees set forth in the February 24, 2011, Order was 
reinstated and has continued to accrue interest since that date. 
This claim is false. On November 15, 2011, an Order was entered 
which expressly set aside all previous orders which discussed the 
award of attorney fees. This would include the February 24, 2011, 
judgment for attorney fees. The ORDER AND JUDGMENT REGARDING AWARD 
OF ATTORNEY FEES, which was entered on June 8, 2012, specifically 
stated that it superseded and replaced all previous awards entered 
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by the Court. This would include the February 24, 2011, fee award. 
During the hearing which was held on May 21, 2012, Judge Wayman 
expressly stated that interest would not start to run until after 
the as yet to be entered judgment for attorney fees had been 
entered. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, p. 18, L. 15-25, p. 19, 
L. 13-25. 
On July 19, 2012, a Notice of Tender was filed with the Court 
and sufficient funds were paid into the Court with the Notice to 
fully satisfy the June 8, 2012, ORDER AND JUDGMENT REGARDING AWARD 
OF ATTORNEY FEES and any interest which had accrued. After this 
payment, Ms. Reed was not entitled to receive any further interest 
on the ORDER AND JUDGMENT REGARDING AWARD OF ATTORNEY FEES and her 
claim that interest continues to accrue on the judgment for the 
award of fees is false. 
The record discussed above establishes, without question, 
that the February 24, 2011, judgment for attorney fees was set 
aside. The record discussed above establishes, without question, 
that the February 24, 2011, judgment was not reinstated. The 
record discussed above establishes, without question, that any 
interest on the new fee award started to accrue on June 8, 2012, 
and not on February 24, 2011, as is claimed by Ms. Reed. The 
record discussed above establishes, without question, that the 
judgment for attorney fees and costs, plus accrued interest, was 
paid on July 29, 2012, and that nothing is owed on this particular 
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judgment. 
On page 4 of her Brief, Ms. Reed states that the last 
appealable order entered in the case was the Amended Final Decree 
of Divorce which was entered on June 20, 2011. This is incorrect. 
Any orders which were entered after the entry of the Amended Final 
Decree of Divorce would be appealable pursuant to I.A.R.11 (7). 
Under I.R.C.P.83 (e), the time to file a notice of appeal is also 
extended by the filing of several types of motions and the time to 
file an appeal does not start to run until the date of the clerk's 
file stamp on the order granting or denying any of the motions 
discussed in the rule. Timely notices and amended notices of 
appeal were filed in the first appeal and none of the issues 
presented in the first appeal have been waived because of the 
failure to file a timely notice of appeal. 
On pages 4 and 5 of her brief, Ms. Reed appears to be claiming 
that because the June 20, 2011, Amended Final Decree of Divorce was 
entered nunc pro tune to January 28, 2011, the time to file an 
appeal started to run on January 28, 2011. The time to file an 
appeal does not start to run until the order or judgment appealed 
from is entered. I.R.C.P. 83 (e). Under I.R.C.P.58 (a), a 
judgment is not deemed "entered" until the district court clerk has 
file stamped the judgment or order. Although the Amended Final 
Decree of Divorce was made nune pro tune to January 28, 2011, the 
time to file an appeal did not start to run on January 28, 2011. 
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If Dr. Reed had not filed a timely motion to reconsider, the time 
to file an appeal from the Amended Final Decree of Divorce, would 
have began to run on June 20, 2011 when this Decree was entered. 
Because there were pending motions for reconsideration, which were 
not decided until the first part of 2012, the time to file an 
appeal did not start to run until these motions were decided and 
written orders were entered on the motions in 2012. 
On page 5, Ms. Reed claims that there have been six subsequent 
appeals in this case. She is in error. There have only been two 
appeals in this case. Several amended notices of appeal were filed 
in the first appeal, but it still was only one appeal. Only one 
notice of appeal has been filed in this second appeal. 
SECOND APPEAL 
The Notice of Appeal for the second appeal was filed on July 
17, 2012. It lists all of the issues being presented in this 
second appeal. The Second Amended Notice of Appeal, which was 
filed on December 2, 2011, as is discussed on page 5 of Ms. Reed's 
brief, was filed as part of the first appeal, not this second 
appeal. Some of the issues in the December 2, 2011, Second 
Amended Notice of Appeal have been discussed in the Briefs filed by 
both parties in the first appeal and should be resolved in that 
appeal. Any issues raised in the Notice of Appeal filed on July 
17, 2012, would need to be resolved in this present appeal and not 
the first appeal. This would be with the exception of the partial 
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award of attorney fees. 
On page 9 of her Brief, Ms. Reed lists several notices of 
appeal and claims that the current appeal was originated by the 
Second Amended Notice of Appeal which was filed on December 2, 
2011. This claim is in error. The notice of appeal for Dr. Reed's 
second appeal was filed on July 17, 2012, and this Brief is one of 
the Briefs being filed for his second appeal. All of the earlier 
notices pertained to the first appeal and the issues presented in 
the first appeal had been fully briefed as of April 30, 2012, when 
Dr. Reed filed his Reply brief in the first appeal. 
On page 11 of her Brief, Ms. Reed claims that Dr. Reed's 
appeal should be dismissed pursuant to I.A.a. 14 (a). In this part 
of her Brief, she does not make any legally supportable argument 
that Dr. Reed did not file a timely notice of appeal from the 
orders which are the subject of his second appeal. Her argument 
concerns matters which should be raised in the first appeal. Since 
she did not present these arguments as part of her briefing in her 
first appeal, her remedy would be to file a motion to dismiss the 
first appeal on the basis that the notices of appeal in that appeal 
were untimely. She has not done so and would not prevail if she 
did. 
On the top of page 12 of her Brief, Ms. Reed claims that the 
issues presented by Dr. Reed in his second appeal " ... are res 
judicata as the same was previously covered as Issue V in the 
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original appeal in this matter." Issue V in the first appeal 
concerned the award of attorney fees. No decision has been made on 
this issue in the first appeal so the doctrine of res judicata does 
not apply. Dr. Reed has already acknowledged on page 15 of his 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL that the reversal of the award 
of attorney fees in the first appeal would render the issue moot in 
this present appeal. 
On page 12 of her Brief, Ms. Reed contends that Dr. Reed's 
appeal should be dismissed pursuant to I.A.R.35 (a) (4). This rule 
requires a list of issues to be set forth in an Appellant's Brief. 
Since Dr. Reed listed all of the issues to be presented in this 
second appeal on page 14 of his APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
dated October 31st, 2012, this rule does not authorize the Court 
to dismiss his second appeal. 
On the bottom of page 13 of her Brief, Ms. Reed states: "ISSUE 
II: The issue of signing a Qualified Domestic Relations Order has 
never been presented in the lower court and cannot be brought for 
the first time on Appeal. In addition, the entry of a QDRO is not 
appealable as it will not affect any finding of fact, conclusion of 
law or any judgment entered by the Court." She is wrong. 
ISSUE II concerned the QDRO which divided the Mountain Health 
Services, P.C. 401 (k) plan. As was pointed out above, Dr. Reed 
filed a written objection specifically objecting to the entry of a 
QDRO which could award post divorce contributions to his 401 (k) 
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plan to Ms. Reed. A copy of that portion of the objection which 
was filed on May 14, 2012, is attached hereto. Additionally, 
during the hearing which was held on May 21, 2012, Dr Reed objected 
to the entry of the QDROs because jurisdiction had not been 
reserved in the Amended Decree of Divorce to enter division orders 
and because Ms. Reed's attorney had failed to cite any authority in 
her motion which authorized the Court to enter them. TRANSCRIPT: 
May 21, 2012, Motions Hearing, p. 22, L. 19-25, p. 23, L. 1-5. All 
four QDROS were entered after the Amended Final Decree of Divorce 
and because they were entered after the Amended Final Decree of 
Divorce, all were appealable orders under I.A.R.11 (7) and 
I.R.C.P.83 (a) (2). 
On page 15 of her Brief, Ms. Reed contends that a memorandum 
of fees and costs was not necessary because Judge Wayman had 
ordered a set amount when he announced his decision. Judge Wayman 
erred when he entered an order against Dr. Reed for attorney fees 
and costs in February of 2011. As was already addressed in the 
Appellant's Brief on Second Appeal, this error did not eliminate 
the requirement that Ms. Reed file a timely Memorandum of Costs. 
For the most part, Ms. Reed fails to address the merits of the 
actual issues presented in Dr. Reed's APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND 
APPEAL until page 16 of her Brief. The previous pages of her Brief 
present arguments for dismissal and other actions to be taken by 
this Court which are primarily based on several factual and legal 
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errors on the part of Ms. Reed. These errors have been discussed 
above. For· clarity purposes, the ISSUES ON APPEAL which were 
listed on page 14 of the APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL dated 
October 31, 2012, were identified as follows: 
ISSUES ON APPEAL 
I 
WAS IT ERROR FOR MS. REED TO BE AWARDED A PORTION OF HER 
ATTORNEY FEES 
II 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN HAVE JURISDICTION TO ENTER A QUALIFIED 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER WHICH WOULD TRANSFER POST DIVORCE 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO DR. REED'S MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES, P.C. 401 (k) 
PLAN TO MS. REED 
III 
DID THE COURT ERR IN AUTHORIZING A COURT APPOINTED CONSERVATOR 
TO SIGN DOCUMENTS IN PLACE OF DR. REED IN TWO OF THE QDROS 
IV 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN ERR IN CONCLUDING THAT HE WAS AUTHORIZED BY 
I.R.C.P.70 TO ENTER QDROS 
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I 
WAS IT ERROR FOR MS. REED TO BE AWARDED A PORTION OF HER 
ATTORNEY FEES 
On page 16 of her Brief, Ms. Reed finally responds on the 
merits to the first issue addressed in Dr. Reed's APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
ON SECOND APPEAL concerning Judge Wayman's award of a portion of 
her attorney fees and costs. She entitles this "ISSUE S:ATTORNEY 
FEES:n. The argument concerning the award of attorney fees is the 
first issue addressed in the APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL, 
not the fifth. There is no fifth issue in the APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
ON SECOND APPEAL. 
On page 17 of her Brief, Ms. Reed contends that because Judge 
Wayman had already ruled that she was entitled to an award of fees 
under I.C.32-704, it was not necessary for her to cite a statutory 
basis for her fee request in her Memorandum of Costs. She has 
cited no authority for this argument and existing Idaho case law 
states otherwise. 
In Bingham v. Montane Resource Associates, 133 Idaho 420, 987 
P. 2d 1035 (1999), the Idaho Supreme Court stated at the top of 
page 424, Idaho, that" ... In order to be awarded attorney fees, a 
party must actually assert the specific statute or common law rule 
on which the award is based; the district court judge cannot sua 
sponte make the award or grant fees pursuant to a party's general 
request.u On page 424 of this decision, the Idaho Supreme Court 
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also analogized the failure of a party to cite the statutory basis 
for a fee request in a memorandum of costs filed at the trial court 
level to the failure of a party to set forth the statutory basis 
for an award of attorney fees in his or her brief on appeal. The 
Idaho Supreme Court found that this error at the appellate level 
was fatal to a fee request and clearly felt that the same reasoning 
should apply to the failure of a party to cite the statutory basis 
for a fee request at the trial court level. 
On the bottom of page 17 of her Brief, Ms. Reed contends that 
Dr. Reed is falsely claiming that she did not ask for attorney fees 
during the proceeding. This is not Dr. Reed's position and he has 
never stated this. Ms. Reed requested fees in numerous motions she 
filed with the Court and stated a perceived basis for the award of 
fees in her motions. She, however, failed to cite either I.C.32-
704 or I.C.32-705 as the basis for her fee request in the 
Memorandum of Costs which was filed on November 21, 2011. This 
error should be found to be fatal to the award of attorney fees in 
her favor by Judge Wayman. 
Identifying the correct statutory basis for an award of 
attorney fees in the Memorandum of Fees and Costs was required and 
was not cured when Judge Wayman stated that he would award fees 
under I.C.32-704. Due process requires, and it is incumbent upon 
a party seeking an award of fees, to set forth the statutory basis 
for the award in his or her fee request. 
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Resource Associates, 133 Idaho 420, 987 P. 2d 1035 (1999), at page 
424 Idaho. 
II 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN HAVE JURISDICTION TO ENTER A QUALIFIED 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER WHICH WOULD TRANSFER POST DIVORCE 
CONTRIBUTIONS TO DR. REED'S MOUNTAIN HEALTH SERVICES, P.C. 401 (k) 
PLAN TO MS. REED 
On pages 18 and 19 of her Brief, Ms. Reed again claims that 
Dr. Reed did not make an objection at the trial court level to the 
entry of a QDRO which permitted the transfer of post divorce 
contributions to the Mountain Health Services, P.C. 401 (k) Plan to 
Ms. Reed. She again claims that Dr. Reed has waived this as an 
issue on appeal because he did not object. As was pointed out 
above, Dr. Reed filed a written objection specifically objecting to 
the entry of a QDRO which could award post divorce contributions to 
his 401 (k) plan to Ms. Reed. A copy of that portion of the 
objection which was filed on May 14, 2012, is attached hereto. 
Additionally, during the hearing which was held on May 21, 2012, Dr 
Reed objected to the entry of the QDROs because jurisdiction had 
not been reserved in the Amended Decree of Divorce to enter 
division orders and because Ms. Reed's attorney had failed to cite 
any authority in her motion which authorized the Court to enter 
them. TRANSCRIPT: May 21, 2012, Motions Hearing, p. 22, L. 19-25, 
p. 23, L. 1-5. Ms. Reed's claim that Dr. Reed did not make his 
APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
16 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1197of1249 
objections to the entry of QDROS at the trial court level is not 
supported by a full review of the record. 
On the bottom of page 18 of her Brief, Ms. Reed discusses the 
Second Amended Notice of Appeal, which was filed on December 2, 
2011, and states that the issue concerning the Mountain Health 
Services, P.C. 401 (k) was not identified in the Second Amended 
Notice of Appeal. She claims that because of this failure, the 
issue is waived for purposes of appeal. This Second Amended Notice 
of Appeal was filed as part of the first appeal, not the second 
appeal. The QDRO for the Mountain Health Services, P.C. 401 (k) 
plan was not even entered until June 8, 2012. It would have been 
impossible to file an appeal from an order which had not been 
entered as of December 2, 2011, and to forecast that Judge Wayman 
would enter an order which could allocate increases in the 401 (k) 
based on earnings after the divorce to Ms. Reed. 
On page 19 of her Brief, Ms. Reed discusses I.R.C.P.60 (b), 
which she claims applies to those errors which are the result of 
mistake or omission. This rule pertains to setting aside judgments 
for various reasons and does not apply to the correction of 
clerical errors. She also cites I.R.C.P.60 (a) which does pertain 
to the correction of clerical errors, but fails to fully explain 
why this rule is applicable. She has argued that Dr. Reed could 
request that the trial court correct it's errors under this rule, 
but she has not argued that Dr. Reed was required to ask Judge 
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Wayman to correct his errors before filing his present appeal. 
Bringing a motion pursuant to I.R.C.P.60(a) or (b) was not a 
prerequisite to filing an appeal from the Mountain Health Services, 
P. C. QDRO. Ms. Reed has not cited any authority which states 
otherwise. Appropriate objections were made to the entry of a QDRO 
stating that the marital dissolution date was June 20, 2011 and not 
January 14, 2011. Judge Wayman disregarded the objections and 
signed the order authorizing the transfer of all assets in the plan 
as of June 20, 2011 to Ms. Reed, instead of January 14, 2011, which 
was the marital dissolution date. 
III 
DID THE COURT ERR IN AUTHORIZING A COURT APPOINTED CONSERVATOR 
TO SIGN DOCUMENTS IN PLACE OF DR. REED IN TWO OF THE QDROS 
In her response, Ms. Reed claims that the June 8, 2012 order 
authorizing John Sahlin to sign certain documents as the court 
appointed conservator was not an appealable order. She is wrong. 
The order was appealable pursuant to the provisions of I.A.R.11 
(7) . 
Ms. Reed also claims that the issue was not stated in the 
Second Amended Notice of Appeal and is, therefore, not properly 
before the Court. As was discussed above, the Second Amended 
Notice of Appeal was filed in the first appeal, not the second 
appeal. The Notice of Appeal in the second appeal clearly stated 
that the propriety of an order appointing a conservator to sign 
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documents in place of Dr. Reed was an issue to be addressed on 
appeal. The list of issues in a notice of appeal does not 
constitute a limitation on the issues which may be briefed in an 
appeal from the magistrate court to the district court. r.R.C.P.83 
(f) (6) states that any list of issues set forth in a notice of 
appeal does not prevent the appellant from asserting other issues 
on appeal thereafter discovered by the appellant. The order Judge 
Wayman signed to appoint John Sahlin as a conservator to sign 
documents in place of Dr. Reed in two of the QDROS was properly 
raised as an issue in this appeal. 
On page 20 of her Brief, Ms. Reed claims that Dr. Reed did not 
object to the appointment of John Sahlin as a conservator to sign 
documents on behalf of Dr. Reed and because he did not object, has 
waived his objection. This claim is incorrect. In the DEFENDANT'S 
RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ENTRY OF QUALIFIED DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS ORDER dated May 11, 2012, Dr. Reed clearly objected to 
the entry of an order appointing John Sahlin as a conservator in 
the case. This Response has also been discussed above in relation 
to Ms. Reed's erroneous claim that Dr. Reed waived his right to 
argue about the QDRO pertaining to the Mountain Heath Services, 
P.C. ,401 (k) plan because he had not objected at the trial court 
level. 
During the hearing held on May 21, 2012, Dr. Reed also 
objected to the appointment of John Sahlin as his conservator and 
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advised the Court that Ms. Reed had failed to provide the Court 
with any authority for the appointment of John Sahlin to act as his 
conservator. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, p. 22, L. 7-18. 
Judge Wayman agreed that John Sahlin was not a court appointed 
conservator. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, p. 26, L. 7-8. He 
further stated that Mr. Sahlin would not be appointed as a 
conservator, but he would be authorized to execute documents under 
Rule 70. TRANSCRIPT: May Motions Hearing, p. 26, L. 16-18. Ms. 
Reed's claim that Dr. Reed did not object to having John Sahlin 
appointed as a conservator in the proceedings before Judge Wayman 
is clearly false. 
IV 
DID JUDGE WAYMAN ERR IN CONCLUDING THAT HE WAS AUTHORIZED BY 
I.R.C.P.70 TO ENTER QDROS 
Dr. Reed stands on his argument contained in his APPELLANT'S 
BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL. 
ATTORNEY FEES 
On page 23 of her Brief, Ms. Reed asks that the Court award 
her attorney fees incurred in ~BOTH" of the pending appeals. In 
her first Brief filed in the first appeal on May 30, 2012, entitled 
her RESPONDENT'S REPLY TO APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON APPEAL, Ms. Reed 
neither asked for fees nor cited a statutory basis for any award 
of fees. Under I.A.R.41, ~ .... any party seeking fees on appeal 
must assert such claim as an issue presented on appeal in the first 
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appellate brief filed by such party ..... ". I.A.R.35 (b) (5) states 
that a respondent must add a request for attorney fees as an 
additional issue on appeal and must state the basis for the fee 
request in the respondent's brief. Because Ms. Reed failed to 
make any argument or cite any authority for an award of fees in her 
brief in the first appeal, she has waived them. Bingham v. Montane 
Resource Associates, 133 Idaho 420, 427, 987 P. 2d 1035 (1999). 
In this second appeal, Ms. Reed has cited a quote from Judge 
Silak, several procedural rules and one statute for her request for 
an award of fees in this second appeal. The quoted statement from 
Judge Silak does not constitute a statutory basis for the award of 
attorney fees on appeal and, at most, constitutes argument. The 
rules have been found to establish the procedure for seeking an 
award of fees on appeal but do not, themselves, establish the basis 
for the award of fees on appeal. Capps v. FIA Card Services, N.A. 
149 Idaho 737,744, 240 P. 3d 583 {2010). The only statutory basis 
cited for an award of attorney fees on appeal cited by Ms. Reed is 
I.C.12-121. 
For attorney fees to be awarded on appeal pursuant to the 
provisions of I.C.12-121, the entire appeal must have been brought 
frivolously, unreasonably and without foundation. Benz v. D.L. 
Evans Bank, 152 Idaho 215, p.231-232, 268 P. 3d 1167 (2012). Based 
on this standard, attorney fees incurred by Ms. Reed in this second 
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appeal should not be awarded to Ms. Reed pursuant to the provisions 
of I.C.12-121. 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 
In her Brief, Ms. Reed has claimed that Dr. Reed's decision to 
appeal from Judge Wayman's orders has been motivated by his desire 
to bury her financially. There is nothing in the record which 
supports this position. Dr. Reed did not appeal to cause Ms. Reed 
to have to spend more money for her attorney. He appealed because 
he disagrees with Judge Wayman's rulings in this case and because 
these rulings have caused him substantial hardship. 
On October 29, 2012, a Return of Service was filed with the 
Court pertaining to Ms. Reed's execution to satisfy her $198,642.00 
judgment against Dr. Reed. The return reflects that she made a 
credit bid of $1.00 on her judgment to purchase 700 shares of 
Mountain Health Care, Inc., stock which Judge Wayman had valued at 
$642,045.00 when he awarded the shares to Dr. Reed in January of 
2011. (TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 53, L. 11-
12.) The Return reflects that Dr. Haller purchased 200 shares of 
Mountain Health Services, P.C. stock, for $15,000.00 Judge Wayman 
had valued these shares at $34,000.00 and awarded them to Dr. Reed 
(TRANSCRIPT: Court's Oral Decision Hearing, p. 57, L. 10-11). Ms. 
Reed was awarded all of the retirement accounts by Judge Wayman and 
still holds a substantial judgment against Dr. Reed which would 
still be approximately $200,000.00. If anyone has been buried in 
APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL 
22 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 1203 of 1249 
this case, it is Dr. Reed. 
CONCLUSION 
The relief requested by Dr. Reed has already been addressed in 
his APPELLANT'S BRIEF ON SECOND APPEAL. 
DATED this ;:k) day of ~~012. ,,, 
/ 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
CASE NO. CV-09-10686 
Plainti:fl: 
SCOTT A REED, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE AND 
OBJECTION TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION 
FOR ENTRY OF QUALIFIED 
DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDER 
Defendant. 
~~~~~~~~~) 
LR. C.P. 7 (b) (1) states that an application to the court for an order shall be in writing, shall 
state the grounds therefore, including the number of the applicable civil rule, if any, under which the 
motion is filed, and shall set forth the relief or order ~ought. On the first page of her MOTION FOR 
ENTRY OF QUALIFIED DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDERS, the Plaintiff cites the above rule 
as a basis for her motion. This rule, however, only defines the requirements of a proper motion and 
does not constitute authority for the relief requested in the motion . 
The Plaintiff has also cited LR. C.P. 70 ~n page 1 as a basis for her motion. This rule pertains 
to certain orders the Court may make where a judgment ctirects a party to execute a conveyance of 
land or to deliver a deed or other document or to perform any other specific act and the party fails 
DEFENDANT'S RESPONSE TO PLAINTIFF'S MOTION FOR ENTRY OF QUALIFIED DOMESTIC 
RELATIONS ORDER: 1 
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• 
to comply within the time specified. Attached to the Plaintiffs Motion, and marked as Plaintiff's 
Exhibits 1 through 4, are four proposed QDROS. None of these documents are documents the 
Defendant could or would sign to transfer the retirement benefits held in his name in these plans to 
the Plaintiff. The only critical signature on these orders is that of the Court. LR.C.P.70 does not 
provide the authority for the entry of QDROS themselves. The Amended Decree of Divorce was 
entered on June 20, 2011. The Court did not reserve jurisdiction in the Amended Decree ofDivorce 
to enter further orders to divide the retirement benefits, including QDROS. The Plaintiffbas failed 
to fail to cite any other authority for her request that the Court sign the QDROS attached to her 
motion and her motion should be denied. 
Most, if not all , of the proposed documents attached to the motion state the dissolution of the 
marriage became effective June 20, 2011. This is incorrect. This is the date the Amended Decree 
of Divorce was entered, but not the date of dissolution. At the end of the second day of trial on 
January 14, 2011, the Court deemed the marriage dissolved as of that date to provide a date to fiX 
. . 
values. Trial Transcript, Vol. II, p. 439, 440. The date of January 14, 2011, is the marital 
tion date and this is the date that should be used in all of the documents, not June 20, 2011. 
On page 2 of her motion, the Plaintiff has referred to John Sahlin as the" ... Court-appointed 
Conservator for Scott A. Reed .... ". I.RC.P.70 does not authorize the Court to appoint a 
conservator for the Defendant and John Sahlin has not been appointed as a conservator in this case. 
Should the Court authorize John Sahlin to sign the two Letters of Instruction attached to the 
Plaintiffs motion,, the order should not state that he has been appointed as the Defendant's 
onservator or is acting in that capacity. 
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COMES NOW, the Plaintift'IR.osf)Ot'ldem STBPHANm M. R.BliD, by ad fllroulh her 
Attomey oflleoord, SUZANNA L. GRAHAM and Defcdent/Appcl.lant sco·rt A. RBBD, 
by and through bl• Attorney of Record. DAN J. Iltmn and hereby stipulate and aaroe to 
waive Oral Arpment and submit tho Appellate i•ues upon the previously submitted Brief& 
filed by each party. 
'lbis slipuladon is based upon IAR. 37(a) and that all parties stipulate that the Appeal 
la aubmitted upoa the Driefl. The parties request that thla Court approve the submisaion 
upoa the Briefs. 
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THE COURT, having before it the Stipulation to Submit Appeal Upon the Briefs 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff/Respondent, 
vs. 
SCOTT A VERY REED, 
Defendant/Petitioner. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CV 2009-10686 
MEMORANDUM OPINION 
BACKGROUND 
This is an appeal from orders entered by the Magistrate after a court trial. The 
Magistrate, in his Amended Divorce Decree of June 20, 2011, granted the parties a divorce 
effective January 14, 2011. The Magistrate also entered orders regarding custody of the parties' 
children, child support, division of the parties' assets and liabilities, and orders enforcing the 
provisions of the Amended Divorce Decree. 
The defendant filed a Notice of Appeal; four amended Notices of Appeal; and a 
subsequent Notice of Appeal (regarding later post-trial orders). 
Counsel for both parties stipulated that this court may decide the issues on the briefs. 
ISSUES CITED ON APPEAL 
1. Did the court err in awarding partial attorney fees and costs to the plaintiff, 
Stephanie Reed (Stephanie)? 
2. Did the court err in making an equalization payment to Stephanie? 
3. Did the court err in determining the parties' incomes? 
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4. Did the court err in ordering that the Defendant, Scott Reed (Scott) pay child 
support, and the amount of such child support? 
5. Did the court err in determining the values of the parties' assets and debts, and 
allocating those assets and debts between the parties? 
6. Was there substantial competent evidence to establish a value for the parties' 
minority shares in Mountain Health Care, Inc.? 
7. Should the court have ordered the sale of Mountain Health Care, Inc. stock and 
Mountain Health Services, P.C. stock instead of awarding the shares to Scott? 
8. Did the Notice of Appeal, filed on July 25, 2011, bar the Magistrate from granting 
injunctive relief on July 29, 2011? 
9. Was it err for the Clerk to issue writs of execution for moneys due from Scott to 
Stephanie pursuant to the Amended Divorce Decree, and for attorney fees ordered 
paid by Scott without a Rule 54(b) certificate? 
10. Did the court err when it ordered Mountain Health Care, Inc. to issue stock to Scott, 
and further ordered the stock delivered to the Shoshone County Sheriff for sale 
pursuant to the writs referred to in #9 above? 
11. Did the court err in denying Scott's motion to modify the Amended Divorce Decree? 
12. Did the court have jurisdiction to enter orders regarding the distribution of retirement 
accounts to Stephanie? 
13. Was it a violation of Scott's due process rights for Stephanie not to cite authority 
when requesting the court enter Qualified Domestic Relations Orders? 
LEGAL STANDARDS 
The trial Judge had the opportunity and power to evaluate the credibility of the witnesses, 
resolve factual conflicts, weigh the evidence, and draw factual inferences from the evidence. 
The factual findings of the Magistrate will be affirmed if supported by substantial competent 
evidence. The Magistrate's conclusions of law must follow from his findings of fact, Mulch v. 
Mulch, 125 Idaho 93, 867 P.2d 967 (1994). 
The division of property in a divorce is left to the discretion of the Magistrate, Chandler 
v. Chandler, 136 Idaho 246, 32 P.3d 140 (2001). 
Under an abuse of discretion analysis the issues are whether the Magistrate rightly 
perceived an issue as one of discretion; whether the Magistrate acted within the outer boundaries 
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of such discretion and consistently with any legal standards applicable to specific choices; and 
whether the Magistrate reached his decisions by an exercise of reason, Margairaz v. Siegal, 137 
Idaho 556, 50 P.3d 1051(Ct.App.2002). 
Whether to award child support and the amount of child support are issues of discretion. 
The Magistrate's decisions will be affirmed unless the Magistrate failed to give consideration to 
the relevant factual circumstances. 
ATTORNEY FEES 
The Magistrate ordered, vacated, and then reinstated an order requiring Scott to pay 
partial attorney fees to Stephanie and her attorney. The vacation was to allow Scott to object to 
the award and amount of attorney fees. 
The Magistrate recognized that awarding attorney fees and costs was a matter of 
discretion; he cited both Idaho Code § 32-704 and the factors the court should consider pursuant 
to Idaho Code § 32-705; and he recited additional factors that he considered. The Magistrate 
reached his decision through the exercise of reason and his decision was within the bounds of his 
discretion. There was substantial competent evidence to support the Magistrate's order for 
partial attorney fees and costs, and his decision should be affirmed. 
Scott objected to the fact that no Memorandum of Costs was timely filed. One was filed 
before the court's final order awarding partial attorney fees. 
Unlike other statutes which provide that the prevailing party in a lawsuit may request 
attorney fees and costs after a lawsuit is over, an award of fees and costs pursuant to Idaho Code 
§ 32-704 permits a party the ability to maintain and pursue their case. It was not necessary for 
Stephanie to be the "prevailing party". The statute is designed to insure that both parties in a 
divorce case, where one party may have control over more income to prepare for litigation, have 
a fair opportunity to prepare and present their case to the court. 
PROPERTY VALVES AND EQUALIZATION PAYMENT 
Whether an equalization payment was necessary is dependent upon the values of the 
various items of community property assigned to each party and the amount of the parties' 
community debts assigned to each party. 
The court's valuation of the parties' community property assets and debts is set forth in 
Exhibit 1 to the Amended Decree of Divorce, filed June 20, 2011. 
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With respect to items of personal property the Magistrate considered the testimony of 
both parties, but found Stephanie more credible most of the time. Scott "guessed" at the values 
of many items, whereas Stephanie had done some research before arriving at her opinion as to 
the value of the personal property items. There was substantial competent evidence to support 
the Magistrate' findings as to the items of personal property. 
Expert testimony was admitted regarding the value of the parties' community interest in 
Mountain Health Care, Inc., and Mountain Health Services, P.C. The court evaluated the 
credibility of the witnesses, and also considered Mountain Health Care, Inc.'s own valuation of 
their business property for insurance purposes. Scott argues that the court did not properly 
evaluate the evidence as to the value of these businesses' assets and debts as of the date of trial. 
The exact value of most of the parties' assets and debts as of the date of trial is 
impossible to establish with mathematical precision. Appraisals are done prior to, not the day of 
trial; the fair market value of assets may appreciate or depreciate between the date of appraisal 
and the trial; the amount of debt on loans can change; and if a divorce is not granted the day of 
trial the fair market values of assets can increase or decrease prior to the court's final judgment 
(in this case the parties were awarded a divorce effective the last day of trial). The court must 
evaluate all of the evidence, and if there is substantial competent evidence, then the court must 
make a finding of the value of the parties' assets as of the date of their divorce. 
Mr. Moe testified as an expert for Stephanie, primarily to rebut Scott's expert's 
testimony. Scott objected on the grounds that Mr. Moe's appraisal of Mountain Health Care, 
Inc. 's property was done almost two years prior to the date of the divorce. The appraisal was 
done approximately 10 months prior to the filing of the Complaint for divorce, and had nothing 
to do with the parties' divorce. The appraisal was done for purposes of obtaining a loan. 
The court explained in detail why it found little credibility in the expert witness offered 
by Scott. The court also relied on the similarity between Mountain Health Care, Inc.' s own 
estimate of value for insurance purposes and Mr. Moe's appraisal. The court also considered 
more recent appraisals by Mr. Moe of medical facilities where a value per square foot was 
determined. The court then applied those square foot estimates to the approximate size of the 
Mountain Health Care, Inc., property. 
The court recognized the issue as one of discretion, acted within the bounds of discretion, 
and reached its valuation of the Mountain Health Care, Inc. property through exercise of reason. 
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There was substantial competent evidence to support the court's valuation of the parties' 
community interest in Mountain Health Care, Inc. 
There was substantial competent evidence to support the court's valuation of the 
Mountain Health Services' stock. 
The court considered conflicting evidence as to the value of the parties' pieces of real 
property. There was substantial competent evidence to support the trial court's valuation of the 
parties' real properties. 
After determining a value for each item of community property and the parties' debts the 
court attempted to divide the property and debts equally between the parties. Where ever 
possible the party who was awarded an item of property was also ordered to pay any debt 
associated with that item of property. The court attempted to divide the community assets so that 
each party would receive immediate possession and control of their items of property. The 
division of assets and debts was not in lieu of a maintenance award. 
Because of the nature of the parties' community assets and debts the court decided that it 
was not possible to divide the property without an equalization payment. The equalization 
payment ordered did not result in an exactly equal division of the parties' community assets and 
debts, but did result in a substantially equal division, and the Magistrate's division of the parties' 
assets and debts, including the equalization payment should be affirmed. 
THE PARTIES' INCOMES 
Both parties offered evidence of their actual incomes at the time of trial. Evidence was 
also admitted that the parties were earning less than they had in the past for different reasons. 
The court concluded that Stephanie was voluntarily under employed, working only 24 
hours every two weeks, and could be earning more. The court cited exhibit #43 and found that 
Stephanie could be earning approximately $41,028.00 per year. That amount represented the 
income Stephanie would earn working 2-3 night shifts per week throughout the year. The court 
considered a work . schedule that permitted Stephanie to continue to meet responsibilities for 
caring for the parties' children during the week. In orally announcing his decision the Magistrate 
seemed to indicate that Stephanie, at the time of trial, was only working 24 hours every two 
weeks instead of 24 hours per week. The Magistrate therefore doubled his estimate of 
Stephanie's current income ($20,514.00 per year) to arrive at the final income figure of 
$41,028.00 per year. It appears from exhibit #43 that Stephanie was, at the time of trial, actually 
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working every weekend and earning approximately $41,028.00 per year. The Magistrate arrived 
at the income figure he felt was appropriate; even though, his assumptions may have been in err. 
There is substantial competent evidence to support the income attributed to Stephanie of 
$41,028.00 per year. 
The court also found that Scott was voluntarily under employed. The court considered 
Scott's prior yearly incomes, the incomes of other doctors similarly situated, and the incomes of 
physician's assistants who worked for Mountain Health Care, Inc. 
The court reached its decisions through the exercise of reason and acted within the 
bounds of discretion. There was substantial competent evidence to support the Magistrate's 
findings. 
QUALIFIED DOMESTIC RELATIONS ORDERS 
The Magistrate issued Qualified Domestic Relations Orders. A review of those orders 
indicates that the date of the parties' divorce was listed as June 20, 2011 (the date of the 
Amended Divorce Decree). The court granted the parties a divorce as of January 14, 2011. 
Therefore, the Qualified Domestic Relations Orders should be corrected to reflect the actual date 
of divorce, January 14, 2011. 
EFFECT OF NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Scott objects to the court's injunctive relief order of July 29, 2011, and argues that the 
Notice of Appeal, filed by Scott on July 25, 2011, divested the trial court of jurisdiction to issue 
the injunction. The injunction prohibited Scott from divesting himself of any of his property. 
Stephanie filed a Motion for Injunctive Relief and a Motion to Shorten Time on July 14, 
2011. At 10:19 am on July 25, 2011 Scott filed a Notice of Appeal. A hearing was held at 
approximately 3:00 pm on July 25, 2011 on Stephanie's Motion for Injunctive Relief and other 
motions filed by Stephanie. The court's signed an Order Granting Injunctive Relief on July 25, 
2011. The filing stamp reflects that that order was not filed until July 29, 2011. During the July 
25, 2011 hearing the Magistrate referred to the 14 day automatic stay created by the filing of the 
Notice of Appeal, and therefore did not rule on Stephanie's additional motion to appoint 
someone to sign documents on behalf of Scott. 
IAR 13(a) provides for an automatic 14 day stay of execution for judgments and orders in 
a civil case, unless otherwise ordered by the trial court. After the 14 day stay, unless a further 
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with each party's credibility, considered expert testimony, and considered the history of the 
parties regarding the tasks of parenting each had performed prior to trial. 
There was substantial competent evidence to support the court's findings regarding how 
much time the parties' three children should get to spend with each of their parents. There was 
insufficient new evidence for the Magistrate to consider when he denied Scott's motion to 
reconsider the summer custody schedule. The Magistrate did not abuse his discretion in denying 
Scott's motion to modify the child custody provisions of the Amended Divorce Decree. 
CHILD SUPPORT 
In determining an appropriate amount of child support the trial court imputed income to 
both parties. Stephanie had reduced her hours of work as a nurse to be available at home for her 
children. The court used the income figure of$41,028.00 per year for Stephanie. 
The court did not find Scott's evidence of his income to be credible when compared with 
what he had made in the past as a medical doctor; when compared to what similar doctors 
earned; and when compared to the income of physician's assistants who were less educated and 
less trained. There was substantial competent evidence to support the court's findings as to 
Scott's potential income of $164,000.00. The court also considered the medical insurance Scott 
was providing, and the benefits of tax exemptions to both parties. There was substantial 
competent evidence to support the court's findings as to the amount of child support. 
ATTORNEY FEES ON APPEAL 
Neither party is awarded attorney fees on appeal. 
CONCLUSION 
It appears that the QDROs were calculated as of the date of the Amended Divorce Decree 
rather than the actual date of divorce. The Magistrate should reconsider those QDROs. 
The Magistrate reached his decisions on all other issues through reason and acted within 
the bounds of his discretion. There was substantial competent evidence to support those findings 
and conclusions. 
This case is remanded for purposes of reconsidering the QDROs. 
Dated this .Y!:::day of April, 2013. 
/1-A?~+ Michael J. Gffin 
District Judge 
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SCOTT A VERY REED, 
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The trial court's Amended Divorce Decree is affirmed. 
This case is remanded for the trial court to reconsider the QDROs as of the date of the 
parties' divorce, January 14, 2011. 
Dated this 'I-day of April, 2013. 
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District Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE SECOND JUDICIAL DISTRICT IN THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff/Respondent, 
vs. 
SCOTT A VERY REED, 
Defendant/Petitioner. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CV 2009-10686 
ORDER DENYING ATTORNEY 
FEES ON APPEAL 
The plaintiff has requested attorney fees on appeal. Neither party requested attorney fees 
in their initial briefs on appeal. Therefore under IAR 41 the plaintiff's request for attorney fees 
is denied. 
Dated this 2fiJ._day of April, 2013. ~ffincjv 
District Judge 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
Plaintiff/Respondent, 
vs. 
SCOTT A. REED, 
Defendant/ Appellant. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
CASE NO. CV- 2009-10686 
NOTICE OF APPEAL 
Fee Cat: L (4), I.A.R.23 (1) 
Fee: $101.00 
TO THE ABOVE NAMED RESPONDENT, STEPHANIE M. REED, AND YOUR 
ATTORNEY OF RECORD, SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, AND TO THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE 
ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GWEN THAT: 
1. The above named Appellant, SCOTT A. REED, appeals against the above named 
Respondent, STEPHANIE M. REED, to the Idaho Supreme Court from the MEMORANDUM 
OPINION entered in the above entitled action on the 5th day of April, 2013, the Honorable Michael 
J. Griffith, District Court Judge, presiding. His decision stems from an appeal from several decisions 
made in the magistrate's court, the Honorable Scott L. Wayman, magistrate, presiding. 
2. That the party has a right to appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court and the judgment or order 
NOTICE OF APPEAL: l 
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described in paragraph 1 above is an appealable order under and pursuant to I.A.R. ll(a)(2). 
3. The issues to be addressed on appeal are as follows: 
A. Did Judge Wayman err in the valuation and award of the shares of stock in Mountain 
Health Care, Inc., and did Judge Griffith err in affirming Judge Wayman's decision. 
B. Was Judge Wayman's decision to value the commercial lot in Pinehurst at $15,200.00 
based on substantial and competent evidence and did Judge Griffith err in affmning Judge 
Wayman's decision. 
C. Did Judge Wayman correctly calculate Ms. Reed's income for purposes of setting a child 
support award and did Judge Griffith err in affmning Judge Wayman's determination. 
D. Was it error for Judge Wayman to award Ms. Reed a portion of her attorney fees and did 
Judge Griffith err in affirming this award. 
E. Was it error for Judge Wayman to order the two corporations to issue stock and deliver 
the stock to the Shoshone County Sheriff's Department and did Judge Griffith err in affrrming Judge 
Wayman' s determination. 
F. Did Judge Wayman err in authorizing a court appointed conservator to sign documents 
in place of Dr. Reed in two of the QDROS 
G. Did Judge Wayman err in concluding that he was authorized by I.R.C.P.70 to enter 
QDROS and, to the extent that his decision was affmned by Judge Griffith, did Judge Griffith also 
err. 
4. Has an order been entered sealing all or a portion of the record? If so, what portion? 
During trial, Judge Wayman ordered that Court's Exhibit 2, P.J. Miller's Report, Court's 
Exhibit 3, Dr. May's Report concerning one party and Court's Exhibit 3-A, Dr. May's Report 
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concerning the other party, were to be sealed. 
5. Is a Reporter's Transcript Requested? No. 
6. Clerk's Record: 
The Appellant requests that the District Court Clerk prepare a Standard Record as defined 
in I.A.R.28. Also, attached hereto are several pages of the case history for the above entitled case 
obtained from the Idaho Court's website. The Appellant requests that those docwnents which have 
not been crossed out be made part of the Clerk's record on appeal. 
7. Pursuant to I.A.R.31 (a)) the Appellant requests that the following docwnents offered 
or admitted as exhibits at trial be copied and sent to the Idaho Supreme Court. 
a. Copies of all exhibits admitted at trial. 
b. A copy of Court's Exhibit 1 (Property List) together with any record showing that it was 
admitted during the proceedings before the magistrate court, if any. It is believed that Court's 
Exhibit I was neither offered nor admitted. 
8. It is requested that copies of the trial transcript and all transcripts prepared after trial in 
the magistrate's division be lodged with the Idaho Supreme Court for appeal purposes pursuant to 
I.A.R.31 (a) (3). 
9. A copy of this notice of appeal has not been served on any reporter for the district court 
as the Appellant does not request that any reporter's transcripts be prepared. The appeal to the 
district court was submitted on the briefs. 
10. I certify that: 
a. $100.00 has been paid concurrently with the filing of this NOTICE OF APPEAL for the 
Clerk's record as is allowed under I.A.R.27 (d) and such further swns as may be required by the 
NOTICE OF APPEAL: 3 
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district court clerk for the preparation of the record will be paid in a timely manner. 
b. That the appellate filing fee has been paid. 
c. That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant to Rule 20. 
DATEDtbis .:?dayof fh,,,1 ,2Z----
DANJRUDE 
I hereby ~fy that on the~ 
day of Q , 2013, 
true and correct copies of 
the foregoing were: 
~ailed, postage prepaid, to: 
[ ] hand delivered, to: 
[ ] faxed via 665-7079 to: 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 East Linden Avenue, Suite 103 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83814 ~eel, postage prepaid, to: 
[ ] hand delivered to: 
[ ] faxed, via 664-5884 to: 
MICHAEL RAMSDEN 
RAMSDEN & LYONS, LLP 
P.O. Box 1336 
Coeur d' Alene, Idaho 
83816-1336 
DANJ.RUDE 
Attorney for Defendant/ Appellant 
NOTICE OF APPEAL: 4 
Attorney for Defendant/ Appellant 
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0411912012 Memorandum In Support of Garnishees' Motion to Substitute Cash Equivalent for Shares of Stock Subject to Garnishment 
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04/20/2012 Motion For Entry Of Qualified Domestic Relations Orders 
04/30/2012 Appellant's Brief On Appeal 
Plaintiff's Response to Garnishee Defendant's Motion to Substitute cash 
for Shares of Stock Subject to Garnishment; Plaintiff's Motion for Relief 
OS/Ol/2012 From Stay and Motion for Entry of Order Directing Sheriff of Shoshone 
County to Disburse Substituted cash to Plaintiff and Notice of Hearing 
0510112012 Memorandum in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Entry of Order Directing Disbursement of cash Exchanged for Stock 
0510112012 Affidavit of Marie A. Ellingsen Filed in Support of Plaintiff's Motion for Entry of Order Directing Disbursement of cash Exchanged for Stock 
0511412012 Defe~dant's Resp_onse And Objection To Plaintiff's Motion For Entry Of Qualified Domestic Relations Order 
I 
1 
05/30/2012 Respondent's Reply to Appellant's Brief on Appeal 
06/05/2012 Appellant's Reply Brief 
06/08/2012 Order Granting Plaintiff's Motion for Relief from Stay 
06/08/2012 Order and Judgment Regarding Award of Attorney's Fees 
06/08/2012 Qualified Domestic Relations Order Hanover 
0610812012 Qualified Domestic Relations Order Mountain Health Services, P.C. 401K Plan 
0610812012 Qualified Domestic Relations Order (Retirement Account through Morgan Stanley/Smith Barney) 
0610812012 Qualified Domestic Relations Order (Retirement Account through T. Rowe Price) 
Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid by: Witherspoon, 
06/13/2012 Kelley, Davenport & Toole, P.S. Receipt number: 0024761 Dated: 
6/13/2012 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
Affidavit/Application in Support of Issuance of Writ of Execution: 
06/13/2012 Amounts Due and OWing on Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney 
Fees and Costs 
06/13/2012 Writ Issued· $221,187.86 
06/15/2012 Motion for Relief from Judgment Re: Mountain Health Services QDRO 
06/20/2012 Appellant's Reply Brief 
07/01/2012 certain Court Records Exemption Rule 32(g} imposed 
07/02/2012 Order RE:Motion for entry of Qualified Domestic Relations Order 
07/ H r· g • ,o,.,..~,_ 
0 
0 
07/12/2012 Motion to Quash Writ 
07/12/2012 Notice concerning Entry of Final Appealable Order 
07/17/2012 Hearing Scheduled {Motion 08/20/2012 03:00 AM) 30 Min Graham 
Allng: Ll ·Appeal, Small claims Dept to Magistrate Court Paid by: 
0711712012 Rude, Dan J. (attorney for Reed, Scott Avery) Receipt number: 0029316 Dated: 7/17/2012 Amount: $61.00 (Check) For: Reed, Scott Avery 
(defendant) 
7/17/2012 Notice of Appeal 
0711812012 Hearing Scheduled (Motion to Quash 08/20/2012 03:00 PM) 10 Min. Rude 
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07/19/2012 Notice of Tender 
07/19/2012 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 29510 Dated 7/19/2012 for 10100.00) 
07/30/2012 Bond Posted - Cash (Receipt 31056 Dated 7/30/2012 for 162.50) 
Motion for Enforcement of Order and Motion for Signor to Execute 
08/06/2012 Additional Documents on Defendant's Behalf and for Attorney's Fees and 
Cos 
AU.CL, ... """11n 
0811312012 ~e~fonse Memorandum in Opposition to Defendant's Motion to Quash 
08/16/2012 Response Brief in Support of Motion to Quash Writ 
08/16/2012 AMENDED Response Brief in Support of Motion to Quash Writ 
~J;A·~rtg..ek:Rl!Qj,JIE~i(QJ;lo~~2.911.1.;~0¥.1"""'~ 
0910412012 Miscellaneous Payment: Writs Of Execution Paid by: Witherspoon/Kelley 
... Receipt number: 0035835 Dated: 9/4/2012 Amount: $2.00 (Check) 
09/04/2012 Satisfaction of Order and Judgment Regarding Award of Attorney's Fees 
Affidavit/Application in Supporte>f Issuance of Writ of Execution: 
09/04/2012 Amounts Due and Owing on Judgments, Plus Interest Due, Attorney 
Fees and Costs 
09/04/2012 Writ Issued - 213,462.00 
0910412012 Bond Converted (Transaction number 1921 dated 9/4/2012 amount F' 10,100.00) 
l M io f lleir!WfljO"(hRrtW~1~ttR''.ll!lll6\!-Gdffi~.RE!~~~~-
p I 
o· n.16i;i11ti:ikt)J(d~lc;;d'ms~~~-k.iicfl.i~ 
u of Appeal 
09/12/2012 Motion for Reconsideration and Request for Sanctions 
09/13/2012 *********** New File Created************ File #12 
Order for Enforcement of Order for Signor to Execute Additional 
09/21/2012 Documents on Defendant's Behalf and Denying Motion for Attorney's 
Fees and Costs 
09/21/2012 Supplental Order for Enforcement of Order and for Signor to Execute 
Additional Documents on Defendant's Behalf and Denying Motion for 
rage 11 or l L 
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Attorney's Fees and Costs 
Affidavit Of Suzanna L. Graham To Correct The Record Re: Counsel 
09/24/2012 erroneously advised the Court the Amended Decree Of Divorce was 
filed. (SHOSHONE COUNTY). 
0 2 Se~o d A M io J · 1!,t~e)i!(!j;lQJ~~rl'f\;j"8:~~ 
1 peal 
09/27/2012 Notice Of Settling Transcript On Appeal and Briefing Schedule 
0912712012 Request To Set Matter For Oral Argument And Objection To Request For Telep ne Conference Concerning Status Of Appeal 
1W6~6N~d~o 
10/02/2012 AMENDED Motion for Reconsideration and Request for Sanctions 
10/0SL 01 
I 
10/16/2012 Order for Scheduling Conference 
10/16/2012 Hearing Scheduled (Scheduling Conference 11/02/2012 11:30 AM) 
1 1 0 
10/29/2012 Writ Returned/Not Satisfied 
1111412012 Hearing Scheduled-(Oral Argument on Appeal 03/01/2013 09:30 AM) In Kootenai - Counsel for both parties shall be personally present. 
1 /29/2012 Respondent's Reply To Appellant's Second Brief On Appeal 
12/20/2012 Appellant's Reply Brief on Second Appeal 
0212612013 Stipulation to Submit Appeal Upon the Briefs and Request for Court Approval Pursuant to !AR 37(a) 
0212712013 Order~: Court Approval of Stipulation and Order to Submit the Appeal Upon Bnefs 
.; 
Hearing result for Oral Argument on Appeal scheduled on 03/01/2013 
03/01/2013 09:30 AM: Hearing Vacated In Kootenai - Counsel for both parties shall 
be personally present. - ---- dicfsion by briefs per 1003 
04/05/2013 Memorandum Opinion 
04/05/2013 Order Re: Appeal 
04/05/2013 Remanded to Magistrate Court to Reconsider QDRO 
9 R s 'pt 
Connection: Public 
rage IL. or 1L. 
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SUZANNA L. GRAHAM, P.C. 
Attorney at Law 
302 E. Linden A venue, Suite 103 
Coeur d'Alene, Idaho 83814 
Telephaone: (208)667-4101 
Fax: (208)665-7079 
Email: suziegraham@frontier.com 
ISB: 4584 
Attorney for Plaintiff 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST WDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED, 
vs. 
Plaintiff/Respondent/ 
Cross-Appellant, 
SCOTT AVERY REED, 
Defendant/ Appellant/ 
Cross-Respondent. 
Case No. CV-09-10686 
Supreme Court No. 41013 
NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL 
Fee Cat: L(4), I.A.R.23(1) 
Fee: $101.00 
TO: THE ABOVE NAMED CROSS-RESPONDENT, SCOTT A VERY REED AND 
YOUR ATTORNEY OF RECORD, DAN J. RUDE, AND THE CLERK OF THE ABOVE-
ENTITLED COURT. 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT: 
1. The above-named Cross-Appellant, STEPHANIE M. REED, appeals against the 
above-named Cross-Respondent, SCOTT A. REED, to the Idaho Supreme Court from the 
NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL - 1 
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MEMORANDUM OPINION entered in the above-entitled action on the 5th day of April, 
2013, the Honorable Michael J. Griffith, District Court Judge presiding and the Order 
Denying Attorney Fees in Appeal, dated the 29th day of April, 2013 the Honorable Michael J. 
Griffith, District Court Judge also presiding. His decisions stems from the appeal from 
several decisions made in the Magistrate's Court before the Honorable Scott L. Wayman, 
Magistrate. The Respondent was the prevailing party in said action and hereby Appeals the 
District Court Judge's denial of Attorney's Fees and Costs as Appellant continues to 
frivolously Appeal this matter in effort to bury the Respondent in legal fees and costs. 
2. That the party has a right to cross-appeal to the Idaho Supreme Court, and the 
judgments or orders described in paragraph 1 above are appealable orders under and pursuant 
to I.A.R. ll(a)(2). 
3. The preliminary issue on Cross-Appeal. The Cross-Appellant/Respondent hereby 
Appeals the District Court Judge's denial of her request for Attorney's Fees and Costs 
pursuant to I.A.R. 40 and I.A.R. 41. The Cross-Appellant/Respondent claimed a right to 
Attorney's Fees and Costs which were denied. The Cross Appellant/Respondent is being 
financially punished by the Appellants continued frivolous Appeals in this matter. 
4. (a) Is additional reporter's transcript requested? NO. 
NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL - 2 
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(b) The cross-appellant requests the preparation of the following portions of the 
reporter's transcript: Included in Appellant's transcript/record/reporter's transcript request, 
pursuant to I.A.R. 25(a). 
5. The cross-appellant requests the following documents to be included in the clerk's 
(agency's) record in addition to those automatically included under Rule 28, I.A.R. and those 
designated by the appellant in the initial notice of appeal: 
(a) The Respondent/Plaintiffs Motion for Reconsideration of the denial of Attorney's 
Fees and costs dated April 29, 2013. 
6. I certify: 
(a) That a copy of this notice of cross-appeal and any request for additional transcript 
has been served on each reporter of whom an additional transcript has been requested as 
named below at the address set out below: 
Name: District Court Clerk via Facsimile (208) 446-1188. 
(b) (1) That the clerk of the district court or administrative agency has been paid the 
estimated fee for preparation of the reporter's transcript and any additional documents 
requested in the cross-appeal. The fee has been paid by Appellant pursuant to I.A.R. 
27(d). The matter was submitted upon Briefs and therefore there is no reporter's 
transcript. 
NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL - 3 
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(b) (2) The Appellate filing fee of $86.00 has been paid to the Kootenai County 
District Court Clerk. 
( c) That service has been made upon all parties required to be served pursuant to 
l.A.R. 20. 
DATED this '1.2-day of May, 2013. 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I hereby certify tha~ a true and correct copy of the foregoing instrument was 
faxed/mailed on this dd4.day of May, 2013, to: 
DanJ. Rude 
Attorney at Law 
PO Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816-1453 
Mark A. Ellingsen 
Witherspoon Kelley 
608 Northwest Blvd., Ste. 300 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
Michael Ramsden 
Ramsden & Lyons 
PO Box 1336 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83 816-13 36 
NOTICE OF CROSS-APPEAL - 4 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
[X'] Via facsimile -208-666-0550 
[ ] Hand delivered 
[ ] Email: danrudelaw@aol.com 
[ J U.S. Mail 
IX'] Via facsimile -208-667-8470 
[ ] Hand delivered 
[ ] Email: mae@witherspoonkelley.com 
[ ] U.S. Mail 
IX] Via facsimile - 664-5884 
[ ] Hand delivered 
[ ] Email: firm@ramsdenlyons.com 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FIRST JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF KOOTENAI 
STEPHANIE M. REED., 
PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT, 
vs. 
SCOTT A VERY REED, 
DEFENDANT/APPELLANT 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
SUPREME COURT NO. 
41013 
DISTRICT COURT NO. 
CV 2009- I 0686 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF EXHIBITS 
I, Daniel J. English, Clerk of the District Court of the First Judicial District of the State 
ofldaho, in and for the County of Kootenai, do hereby certify that the attached list of exhibits is 
a true and accurate copy of the exhibits being forwarded to the Supreme Court of Appeals. 
I further certify that the following documents will be submitted as exhibits to the 
Record: 
1. JOINT INVENTORY OF PROPERTY, Filed January 14, 2011 
2. GUARDIAN AD LITEM REPORT, Filed January 14, 2011 
3. DR. MAY'S EVALUATION REPORT, Filed January 14, 2011 
4. LETTER FROM MARK MAYS, PH.D., J.D., Filed January 14, 2011 
5. VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF STEPHANIE M. REED TAKEN 
ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2010, 
Filed January 14, 20I l 
6. VIDEOTAPED DEPOSITION OF SCOTT a. REED TAKEN 
ON BEHALF OF THE DEFENDANT MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 12, 2010, 
Filed January 14, 2011 
7. PAYROLL, Filed January I 3, 20 I I 
I-Clerk's Certificate of Exhibits 
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8. LETTER, Filed January 14, 2011 
9. APPRAISAL, Filed January 13, 2011 
10. LETTER FROM TODD CARLSON, Filed January 13, 2010 
11. LETTER FROM STEPHANIE REED, Filed January 14, 2011 
12. BILLING FROM P .J. MILLER, Filed January 14, 2011 
13. LETTER FROM TODD CARLSON, Filed January 13, 2010 
14. PAY STUB, File January 14, 2011 
15. RESUME, Filed January 14, 2011 
16. LETTER FROM PCG CONSULTANTS, Filed January 14, 2011 
17. CONFIRMATION OF STATUS CHANGE, Filed January 14, 2011 
18. STEPHANIE'S PART-TIME EMPLOYMENT RATE, Filed January 14, 2011 
19. PL-10 PERSONNEL/PAYROLL AUTHORIZATION, Filed January 14, 2011 
20. STEPHANIE REED PAY BASED UPON 24 HOURS/WEEK 
21. CALENDAR, Filed January 14, 2011 
22. LETTER RE: APPRAISAL, Filed January 13, 2011 
23. LETTER, Filed January 13, 2011 
24. APPRAISAL, Filed January 13, 2011 
25. INSURANCE POLICY, Filed January 13, 201 l 
26. RENTAL AGREEMENT, Filed January 13, 2010 
27. CUSTODY WORKSHEET 
28.E-MAIL 
29. REPORT CARD 
30. REPORT CARD 
2-Clerk' s Certificate of Exhibits 
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31. LETTER FROM MOUNTAIN HEAL TH SERVICES 
32. E-MAIL 
33. E-MAIL 
34. E-MAIL 
35. E-MAIL 
36. E-MAIL 
37. E-MAIL 
38. E-MAIL 
39. E-MAIL 
40. E-MAIL 
41. E-MAIL 
42. E-MAIL 
43.E-MAIL 
44. E-MAIL 
45.E-MAIL 
46. E-MAIL 
47. E-MAIL 
48. E-MAIL 
49. E-MAIL 
50. E-MAIL 
51. E-MAIL 
52. E-MAIL 
53. E-MAIL 
3-Clerk's Certificate of Exhibits 
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54. E-MAIL 
55. E-MAIL 
56. E-MAIL 
57. E-MAIL 
58. E-MAIL 
59. E-MAIL 
60. E-MAIL 
61. E-MAIL 
62. E-MAIL 
63. E-MAIL 
64. E-MAIL 
65. E-MAIL 
66. E-MAIL 
67. E-MAIL 
68. E-MAIL 
69. E-MAIL 
70.E-MAIL 
71. E-MAIL 
72. E-MAIL 
73.E-MAIL 
74. E-MAIL 
75. E-MAIL 
76. PAY STUB 
4-Clerk's Certificate of Exhibits 
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77. RESUME 
78. MORTGAGE STATEMENT 
79. MORTGAGE STATEMENT 
80. APPRAISAL 
81. ASSESSMENT NOTICE 
82. ASSESSMENT NOTICE 
83. ASSESSMENT NOTICE 
84. ASSESSMENT NOTICE 
85. SEPARATION: JULY24,09 
86. BALTIMORE TRIP SEPTEMBER 09 
87.MEMO 
88. CHRISTMAS 2009 
89.E-MAIL 
90. E-MAIL 
91. E-MAIL 
92. E-MAIL 
93. E-MAIL 
94. E-MAIL 
95. E-MAIL 
96. E-MAIL 
97. AMERICAN WEST BANK'S INTERNET BANKING 
98. ACRES, ROSE LAKE PROPERTY BALANCE 63,200 
99. AMERICAN WEST BANK'S INTERNET BANKING 
5-Clerk's Certificate of Exhibits 
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100. WELLS FARGO ACCOUNT ACTIVITY 
101. FDIC STATEMENT 
102. WELLS FARGO MONEY MARKET SAVINGS 
103. PREMIUM MEMBERSHIP CHECKING 
104. MUTUAL FUND STATEMENT 
105. PENSION ESTIMATES 
106. CLIENT STATEMENT 
107. CLIENT STATEMENT 
108. MEMO 
109. AFFIDAVIT OF SCOTT A. REED IN SUPPORT OF MOTION FOR 
ORDER ALLOWING ACCESS TO COMMUNITY ASSETS 
110. E-MAIL 
111. LETTER FROM PCG CONSULTANTS 
112. APPRAISAL 
113. LETTER FROM COLUMBIA VALUATION GROUP, INC. 
I 14. LETTER FROM MORSE & COMPANY 
115. APPRAISAL REVIEW 
In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of said Court at 
Kootenai County, Idaho this \Ci day of C\~\J"" J- .~. 
6-Clerk's Certificate of Exhibits 
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Clifford T. Hayes 
Clerk of the District Court 
Deputy Clerk 
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7-Clerk's Certificate of Exhibits 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STEPHANIE M. REED., 
PLAINTIFF /RESPONDENT, 
vs. 
SCOTT A VERY REED, 
DEFENDANT/APPELLANT 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
SUPREME COURT 
CASE NO. 41013 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I, Clifford T. Hayes, Clerk of the District Court of the First Judicial District of the 
State ofldaho, in and for the County of Kootenai, do hereby certify that I have personally 
served or mailed, by United States mail, one copy of the Clerk's Record to each of the 
Attorneys of record in this cause as follows: 
SUZANNA L. GRAHAM 
302 E. Linden, Ste. I 03 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83814 
DAN RUDE 
PO Box 1453 
Coeur d'Alene, ID 83816 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have unto set my hand and affixed the seal of the 
said Court this day of June, 2013 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 
Clifford T. Hayes 
Clerk of District Court 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
STEPHANIE K. REED 
PLAINTIFF/RESPONDENT, 
vs. 
SCOTT AVERY REED 
DEFENDANT/APPELLANT 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
SUPREME COURT 
CASE NO. 41013 
I, Clifford T. Hayes, Clerk of the District Court of the First Judicial District of the State of Idaho, in and for 
the County of Kootenai, do hereby certify that the above and foregoing record and exhibits in the above 
entitled cause was compiled and bound under my direction as, and is a true, full and correct record of the 
pleadings and documents under Rule 28 of the Idaho Appellate Rules .. 
I certify that the Attorneys for the Appellant and Respondent were notified that the Clerk's Record was 
complete and ready to be picked up, or ifthe attorney is out of town, the copies were mailed by U.S. mail, 
1r. 
postage prepaid on the \~\ day of June 2013. 
I do further certify that the Clerk's Record will be duly lodged with the Clerk of the Supreme Court. 
In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of said Court at Kootenai County, 
Idaho this day June 2013 
Stephane M. Reed vs Scott Avery Reed Docket No. 41013 
CLIFFORD T. HA YES 
Clerk of the District Court 
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